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6  Consultation  and  Coordination 

6.1  INTRODUCTION 

This  document  was  prepared  in  consultation  and  coordination  with  interested  public  individuals  and 
organizations,  Federal  and  State  of  Colorado  agencies,  and  local  municipal  and  county  governments. 
Involvement  and  input  from  all  of  these  entities  is  a  vital  component  of  the  RMPA  process  and  EIS 
preparation. 

Public  involvement  for  the  Roan  Plateau  RMPA/EIS  was  conducted  in  two  phases: 

■  Public  scoping 

■  Public  review  and  comment  on  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS 

A  summary  of  the  public  scoping  process  is  available  in  Chapter  1  of  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and  is  not 
reproduced  here.  This  chapter  summarizes  and  responds  to  public  comments  submitted  on  the  Draft 
RMPA/EIS  as  well  as  information  on  the  extended  Cooperating  Agency  consultation  process. 

6.2  DISTRIBUTION  AND  AVAILABILITY  OF  THE  DRAFT  RMPA/EIS 

6.2.1  Document  Release  and  Notice  of  Availability 

The  BLM  released  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area  Draft  RMPA/EIS  on  November  19,  2004. 
Attachment  A  contains  the  published  Notices  of  Availability  (NOAs),  including  both  those  of  the  BLM 
and  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  as  published  in  the  Federal  Register.  BLM’s  NOA 
appeared  on  November  26,  2004.  The  Draft  RMPA/EIS  was  initially  made  available  for  public  comment 
for  90  calendar  days.  The  comment  period  started  on  December  3,  2004,  the  date  of  EPA’s  notice  was 
published.  On  February  14,  2005,  BLM  extended  the  public  comment  period  for  an  additional  60  days. 
Public  comments  were  due  by  April  1 1,  2005.  All  comments  had  to  be  postmarked  or  received  by  the 
BLM  Glenwood  Springs  Field  Office,  50629  Highways  6  and  24  (or  at  P.O.  Box  1009),  Glenwood 
Springs,  CO  81601,  not  later  than  April  1 1,  2005,  to  be  included  in  this  analysis. 

6.2.2  Announcements  and  Advertisements 

Postcards  announcing  the  release  of  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  were  mailed  to  all  individuals  on  the  project 
mailing  list  on  November  19,  2004.  These  postcards  included  information  on  how  to  procure  a  copy  of 
the  document.  Copies  of  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  as  well  as  contact  names  and  phone  numbers  of  BLM 
officials  at  the  BLM  GSFO,  could  be  obtained  by  downloading  from  the  project  website 
www.roanplateau.ene.com  or  by  requesting  a  paper  or  electronic  (CD-ROM)  copy. 

Announcements  regarding  the  release  of  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  were  placed  in  the  local  area  papers,  viz., 
the  Rifle  Citizen  Telegram  and  the  Glenwood  Springs  Post  Independent  (Attachment  B).  These 
announcements  included  instructions  for  obtaining  copies  of  the  document  as  described  above  as  well  as 
the  locations  of  copies  for  review  and  photocopying  in  the  Garfield  County  libraries,  the  BLM  GSFO,  the 
BLM  Meeker  Field  Office,  and  the  State  BLM  Office  in  Lakewood,  Colorado.  These  announcements 
summarized  the  five  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  document  and  provide  information  regarding  the  public 
comment  period  and  how  comments  could  be  submitted.  The  announcements  also  listed  the  date,  time, 
and  place  for  three  public  meetings. 

The  same  announcement  and  information  was  posted  on  the  Announcements  page  of  the  project  website. 
Beginning  on  November  19,  2004,  the  entire  Draft  RMPA/EIS  document  was  available  for  download 
from  the  website  as  labeled  document  sections.  A  separate  page  on  the  website  allowed  individuals  to 
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request  paper  or  CD  copies  of  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  In  addition,  a  page  of  the  website  provided  for 
electronic  submission  of  public  comments  to  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS. 

6.2.3  Public  Meetings 

Three  informational  public  meetings  were  held  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area  within 
30  days  of  the  release  of  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  These  informational  meetings  were  announced  on  the 
project  website  and  in  local  papers  (Attachment  B)  and  were  held  in  the  communities  of  Parachute 
(Battlement  Mesa),  Rifle,  and  Glenwood  Springs.  Major  points  for  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  were  presented 
at  these  meetings  and  questions  regarding  the  planning  process  and  Planning  Area  were  answered  by 
BLM  representatives. 

6.2.4  Public  Comment  Collection  and  Analysis 

As  noted  in  the  NOA  and  all  public  announcements,  only  written  comments  on  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  were 
accepted.  No  verbal  testimony  was  accepted  at  the  informational  meetings,  although  BLM  provided 
attendees  the  opportunity  to  clarify  their  understanding  of  the  planning  process  and  the  project  area. 
Attendees  were  also  provided  with  information  on  how  to  submit  written  comments  to  the  BLM.  The 
project  website  comment  submission  instructions,  and  all  announcements  concerning  the  public  comment 
process,  provided  information  on  requesting  the  confidentiality  of  individual  respondents  and  how  to 
withhold  individual  names  or  addresses  from  public  review  or  from  disclosure  under  the  Freedom  of 
Information  Act.  All  comment  submissions  are  available  for  public  review  at  the  BLM  GSFO  and  are 
registered  into  the  project  Administrative  Record  (AR). 

The  majority  of  comments  were  submitted  electronically  into  a  comment  management  database  via  a 
Comment  Page  on  the  Project  website.  Commenters  were  requested  to  provide  contact  information 
including  name,  address,  telephone  number,  and  e-mail  address.  All  individual  commenters  using  the 
website,  or  providing  written  comments,  were  able  to  request  confidentiality  for  their  contact  information. 
Comments  submitted  through  the  website  were  identified  as  pertaining  to  a  particular  topic  or  section  of 
the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  All  commenters  that  provided  an  e-mail  address  were  sent  a  message  confirming 
the  receipt  of  their  comment. 

Hard  copy  comments  were  received  by  the  BLM  GSFO  were  also  converted  to  an  electronic  format  and 
entered  into  the  comment  database.  BLM  specifically  requested  that  comments  not  be  submitted  via  e- 
mail  or  fax,  because  confirmation  of  such  comments  is  difficult  to  guarantee.  A  number  of  e-mail 
messages  and  faxes  were  nevertheless  submitted  and  were  processed. 

6.2.5  Other  Outreach  and  Consultation 

Following  closure  of  the  extended  public  comment  period,  BLM  initiated  additional  consultation  and 
work  sessions  with  the  Cooperating  Agencies  to  discuss  resolution  of  public  concerns  and  comments  in 
regards  to  the  final  format  and  content  for  the  Proposed  Plan.  This  group  included  those  entities  with 
which  BLM  initially  negotiated  Memoranda  of  Understanding;  the  City  of  Rifle,  the  Town  of  Parachute, 
Garfield  County,  Rio  Blanco  County,  and  the  Colorado  Department  of  Natural  Resources.  The  City  of 
Glenwood  Springs  later  requested  and  was  granted  the  same  status  as  well. 

The  Cooperating  Agency  meeting  process  comprised  six  work  sessions  during  July  and  August  of  2005. 
Meetings  were  attended  by  representatives  from  all  six  Cooperating  Agencies.  These  work  sessions  were 
open  to  the  public  and  the  media.  Attendees  signed-in  and  minutes  were  taken  during  the  course  of  each 
meeting.  Meetings  followed  agendas  agreed  to  in  advance  by  all  participating  entities.  Meeting  minutes 
are  documented  in  the  Roan  Plateau  RMPA/EIS  Administrative  Record.  Handouts  and  meeting  minutes 
were  made  available  to  the  public  and  media  attending  the  meetings,  in  addition  to  the  Cooperating 
Agency  representatives. 

During  this  process,  it  became  clear  that  most  of  the  Cooperating  Agencies  shared  the  concern  expressed 
in  the  majority  of  public  comments  regarding  impacts  to  sensitive  resources  and  the  socially  and 
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economically  important  recreational  opportunities  on  top  of  the  plateau.  Other  specific  concerns 
generally  focused  on  three  components  of  the  lower  portion  of  the  Planning  Area  (below  and  along  the 
Roan  Cliffs):  the  need  to  protect  deer  and  elk  winter  range,  the  need  to  protect  high-sensitivity  viewsheds 
as  seen  from  local  communities  and  major  travel  corridors,  and  the  need  to  maintain  existing 
opportunities  for  off-highway  vehicle  (OHV)  travel.  Additional  concerns  expressed  and  discussed  during 
the  cooperating  agency  meetings  included  (among  others)  impacts  of  oil  and  gas  development  on  local 
economies,  both  directly  and  indirectly  through  increased  traffic  and  infrastructure  costs  to  the  counties 
and  communities;  impacts  on  the  regional  culture,  including  hunting  and  livestock  grazing;  and  impacts  to 
air  quality  and  local  water  supplies. 

During  the  Consultation  and  Coordination  process,  the  CDNR  proposed  an  innovative  approach  to  oil  and 
gas  development  atop  the  plateau  while  providing  substantial  levels  of  natural  resource  protection.  The 
CDNR  approach  received  a  favorable  response  from  other  participants  in  the  process. 

6.3  PUBLIC  COMMENTS  AND  BLM  RESPONSES 

A  total  of  74,907  comment  submissions  were  received  by  BLM  at  the  close  of  the  extended  public 
comment  period  on  midnight,  April  1 1,  2005.  The  large  majority  of  these  submissions  (approximately  97 
percent)  were  received  via  the  project  website  comment  submission  function.  Less  than  1  percent  (692) 
of  the  comment  submissions  were  received  via  the  U.S.  Postal  Service  as  hard  copy  letters  or  postcards. 
Slightly  more  than  2  percent  (1,671)  of  the  total  comment  submissions  were  received  via  e-mail  or  fax. 
Comment  submissions  are  summarized  by  type  of  comment  in  Table  6-1.  Comment  summaries  and 
responses  are  provided  in  the  following  sections,  organized  by  category  of  comment  submission. 


Table  6-1.  Total  Public  Comment  Submissions,  Roan  Plateau  Draft  RMPA/EIS 


Public  Website 

Number  of  Submissions 

Unique 

1,402 

Form  letters 

71.142 

72,544 

Hard  copy 

Unique 

339 

Form  letters 

353 

692 

Fax/Email 

Fax  -  all  form  letters 

685 

E-mail  -  all  form  letters 

986 

1,671 

Total  Comment  Submissions 

74,907 

6.3.1  Form  Letter  Comments 

The  largest  category  of  comment  submissions  was  a  number  of  copies  each  of  several  different  form 
letters.  These  identical  copies  of  each  of  the  various  form  letters  were  received  via  the  project  website, 
hard  copy  letters,  faxes,  and  e-mail.  A  summary  of  each  form  letter  submission  and  the  BLM  response  is 
listed  in  Table  6-2.  An  example  of  each  form  letter  is  presented  in  Attachment  C. 
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Form  Letter  2  was  by  far  the  most  frequently  submitted.  Although  121  copies  of  this  letter  were  received 
as  hard  copy,  the  majority  were  sent  to  the  project  website  comment  submission  system  in  batches  from 
an  auto-server  system.  The  system  by-passed  several  of  the  required  contact  information  fields  for 
comments,  instead  including  the  name  and  address  of  each  commenter  at  the  end  of  the  otherwise 
identical  text  submission.  The  acknowledgment  e-mail  message  sent  in  response  to  each  of  these 
submissions  was  returned  to  the  project  website  server  as  being  undeliverable. 

Based  on  analysis  of  zip  codes  included  at  the  end  of  the  identical  comments,  approximately  7  percent 
(4,769  from  the  auto-server  and  15  hard  copies)  of  the  individual  submissions  of  this  form  letter  were  sent 
on  behalf  of  commenters  in  Colorado.  The  rest  were  sent  on  behalf  of  individuals  throughout  the  United 
States  and  other  countries. 

6.3.2  Unique  Comments 

A  total  of  1,741  unique  (non-form  letter)  comment  submissions  were  received.  The  majority  of  these 
(1,568)  are  best  described  as  positions  or  opinions,  rather  than  comments  regarding  methodologies  or  data 
used  in  the  draft  document.  These  1,568  submissions  comprise  four  general  types:  1)  against  leasing  and 
drilling  for  oil  or  gas  (or  other  mineral  extraction)  on  top  of  the  Roan  Plateau  -  these  submissions  often 
cite  the  need  to  protect  other  natural  resources  in  the  area  from  this  type  of  disturbance;  2)  supportive  of 
leasing  and  drilling  for  oil  or  gas  on  top  of  the  Roan  Plateau  and  throughout  the  Planning  Area  -  these 
submissions  often  cite  energy  needs  of  the  U.S.  or  national  security  as  a  reason  to  develop  this  resource; 
3)  supporting  an  assemblage  of  management  concepts  for  the  Planning  Area  -  this  assemblage  is 
generally  referred  to  as  the  Community  Alternative;  and  4)  general  positions  or  opinions  that  do  not 
necessarily  relate  specifically  to  the  content  of  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  A  summary  of  the  comments  and 
the  BLM  response  is  included  in  Table  6-3. 

As  noted  above,  the  large  majority  of  comment  submissions  present  positions,  opinions,  or  ‘votes’  rather 
than  specific  comments  regarding  the  analysis,  data,  or  other  information  in  the  draft  document.  BLM 
appreciates  that  so  many  people  have  taken  an  interest  in  the  management  of  these  public  lands. 
Comments  were  reviewed  in  accordance  with  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  Review  of  NEPA, 
which  notes  that  “Relative  depth  of  feeling  and  interest  among  the  public  can  serve  to  provide  the  general 
context  for  decision-making”  but  that  “the  appropriateness,  specificity,  and  factual  accuracy  of  comment 
content  serves  to  provide  the  basis  for  modifications  to  planning  documents  and  decisions”  (CEQ  2002). 
All  positions  and  opinions  were  considered,  along  with  policy  and  the  results  of  the  analysis.  Every 
comment  and  suggestion  has  value,  whether  expressed  by  one  or  many  commenters  and  was  taken  into 
consideration  as  BLM  reviewed  and  evaluated  its  response  to  all  comments  in  the  context  of  formulating 
the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 

A  total  of  173  unique  (non-form  letter)  and  substantive  (comments  regarding  methodologies  or  data  used 
in  the  draft  document)  submissions  were  received  from  individuals  and  organizations.  A  number  of  these 
contained  more  than  a  single  comment,  for  a  total  of  516  specific  comments.  These  comments  are 
summarized  by  submission  category  (individual  or  organization)  and  tallied  by  comment  topic  in  Table  6- 
4.  The  most  numerous  are  grouped  in  the  General  Comment  topic  category  (131).  Comments  on  the  Oil 
and  Gas  topic  are  the  second  most  numerous  (111),  followed  by  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife  (47), 
Climate  and  Air  Quality  (36),  and  Socioeconomics  (31).  All  other  comment  topics  received  less  than  24 
comments  from  individuals  and/or  organizations.  BLM  reviewed  and  evaluated  all  information  received 
through  these  comments  and,  as  appropriate,  incorporated  them  into  the  Proposed  Plan  and  Final  EIS. 
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Table  6-4.  Summary  of  Specific  Comments  From  Individuals  and  Organizations  by  Topic  (173 

submissions,  516  comments) 


Topic 

Individual 

Organization 

Totals 

No  Topic  Chosen 

1 

0 

1 

General  Comment 

55 

76 

131 

Areas  Managed  to  Protect  Wilderness  Character 

4 

3 

7 

Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 

3 

6 

9 

Climate  and  Air  Quality 

25 

11 

36 

Cultural  Resources 

0 

1 

1 

Forest  Products 

1 

0 

1 

Geological  Resources 

0 

1 

1 

Hazardous  Materials 

1 

2 

3 

Lands  and  Realty 

1 

0 

1 

Oil  and  Gas 

46 

65 

111 

Onsite  Travel  Management 

3 

5 

8 

Other  Minerals 

7 

5 

12 

Paleontological  Resources 

2 

0 

2 

Rangeland  Management  and  Health 

3 

8 

11 

Recreation 

9 

15 

24 

Socioeconomics 

14 

17 

31 

Special  Status  Fish  and  Wildlife 

7 

12 

19 

Special  Status  Plants  and  Significant  Plant  Communities 

4 

9 

13 

Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 

16 

31 

47 

Transportation  and  Access 

0 

11 

11 

Upland  Vegetation  and  Riparian/Wetland  Areas 

2 

8 

10 

Visual  Resources 

0 

2 

2 

Water  Resources 

9 

11 

20 

Water  Resources,  Oil  and  Gas 

1 

0 

1 

Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 

1 

2 

3 

Total 

215 

301 

516 

The  unique  and  substantive  comments  and  BLM  responses  are  summarized  in  Sections  6.3.2. 1  through 
6. 3. 2. 3.  Included  in  these  comments  are  comments  from  elected  representatives,  Cooperating  Agencies, 
Other  government  entities,  groups  and  organizations,  and  individuals.  The  breakdown  of  respondents  and 
number  of  submittals  is  as  follows: 

■  4  comment  letters  from  elected  representatives 

■  15  comment  letters  from  government  agencies 

■  20  comment  letters  from  organizations 

■  134  letters  or  messages  from  individuals 

Full  text  of  the  letters  received  from  elected  representatives  and  government  agencies  are  include  in 
Attachment  D. 

6.3.2. 1  Commenting  Elected  Representatives 

A  total  of  4  letters  were  received  from  public  individuals  who  included: 

■  John  T.  Salazar,  U.S.  Congress 

■  Diana  DeGette,  U.S.  Congress 

■  Ken  Salazar,  U.S.  Senate 
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Their  comments  and  BLM’s  response  are  summarized  below.  The  full  text  of  the  comments  is  contained 
in  Attachment  D. 

United  States  Senator  Ken  Salazar 


Topic: 
Comment  text: 
Response: 


Oil  and  Gas 

1)  I  respectfully  request  that  the  public  comment  period  be  extended  for  30  more  days. 
1)  BLM  was  pleased  to  extend  the  public  comment  period  from  90  days  to  120  days. 


United  States  House  Representative  Diana  DeGette 
Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  1 )  Drilling  on  top  of  the  Roan  Plateau  should  be  delayed  for  the  life  of  the  management  plan,  or  until 
text:  such  time  that  technology  will  allow  for  access  to  natural  gas  from  the  base  area 

1)  BLM  believes  that  the  Proposed  Plan  represents  a  high  degree  of  environmental  protection  while 
allowing  recovery  of  a  reasonable  amount  of  the  underlying  natural  gas  resource.  Specifically,  the 
Proposed  Plan  would  require  phased  and  clustered  development  on  top  of  the  plateau,  with  a  focus  on 
developing  along  ridgetops  and  out  of  the  environmentally  more  sensitive  stream  valleys.  Through  a 
reliance  on  directional  drilling,  up  to  seventeen  wells  would  be  collocated  on  a  single  pad,  with  a 
minimum  distance  of  0.5  mile  between  pads.  Compared  to  the  No  Action  alternative — which  would 
Response:  anow  some  drilling  on  top  in  areas  not  included  within  the  transferred  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserves — the 
Proposed  Plan  is  assumed  to  result  in  only  six  more  well  pads  (thirteen  versus  seven)  but  200  more 
wells.  The  effect  would  be  much  greater  gas  production  but  with  a  relatively  modest  increase  in 
environmental  impacts.  Additionally,  the  Proposed  Plan  incorporates  a  number  of  special  management 
designations  and  protective  restrictions  previously  limited  to  the  environmentally  most  protective 
alternative. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 


Comment 

text: 


2)  The  BLM  must  require  BMPs  and  technologies  to  be  used  to  minimize  environmental  and 
community  impacts  and  to  emphasize  protection  for  the  area's  natural  resources  in  areas  where  natural 
gas  drilling  is  allowed. 


Response: 


2)  A  primary  focus  of  the  Proposed  Plan  is  on  phased  and  clustered  oil  and  gas  development  that 
provides  for  resource  extraction  while  protecting  sensitive  ecological  and  hydrological  resources  and 
multiple  uses.  A  number  of  BMPs  (Appendix  I),  mitigation  measures,  and  performance-based 
reclamation  standards  (Appendix  J)  will  be  required  for  all  long-term  ground  disturbing  activities,  as 
well  as  a  regular  monitoring  and  adaptive  management  actions  (Section  2.3.2  and  Table  2-1  in  the 
Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS). 


Topic:  Areas  Managed  to  Protect  Wilderness  Character  or  Specific  Wilderness  Values 

Comment  3)  It  is  vitally  important  for  the  BLM  to  protect  lands  on  the  Roan  Plateau  that  it  has  concluded  contain 
text:  wilderness  quality,  are  considered  roadless,  or  contain  high  wildlife,  ecological,  or  recreational  values. 

3)  Although  no  special  management  for  areas  having  wilderness  character  is  included  in  the  Proposed 
Plan,  the  Proposed  Plan  incorporates  a  number  of  surface  use  restrictions  and  stipulations  for  the 
protection  of  natural  resources  (Appendix  C  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS)  as  well  as  required 
mitigation  actions  and  focused  management  (Section  2.3.2  and  Table  2-1).  The  Proposed  Plan 
Response:  designates  four  ACECs  (East  Fork  Parachute  Creek,  Trapper/North  water  Creek,  Magpie  Gulch,  and 
Anvil  Points).  The  Parachute  Creek  Watershed  Management  Area  will  be  designated  to  protect 
watershed  integrity  and  function  related  to  the  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout  and  supporting 
environmental  factors  under  the  Proposed  Plan.  River  segments  found  to  be  eligible  for  a  Wild  and 
Scenic  River  (WSR)  suitability  analysis  will  be  managed  as  WSRs  until  such  analysis  is  complete. 
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Topic:  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 

Comment  ^  ^  suPPort  efforts  to  strengthen  the  permanent  protective  stipulations  in  Alternative  II,  including 
text*  exPandinS  ^our  ACECs  to  40,495  acres  and  prescribing  NSO  and  NGD  protections  for  these 
’  sensitive  places. 

4)  The  Proposed  Plan  includes  designation  of  the  four  ACECs  discussed  under  Alternative  II  and 
special  management  of  the  relevant  and  important  resources  each  contains  (Section  2.3.2,  Table  2-1  and 
Table  2-2  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS). 


„  While  the  total  area  of  the  four  ACECs  is  somewhat  less  than  under  Alternative  II,  the  reason  for  the 

Response: 

'  reduced  area  is  a  refined  analysis  by  BLM  of  areas  that  relate  directly  to  the  relevant  and  important 
criteria.  Thus,  BLM  has  concluded  that  the  smaller  ACECs  of  the  Proposed  Plan  would  protect  these 
values  to  the  same  level  as  Alternative  II,  and  clearly  better  than  the  Preferred  Alternative  of  the  Draft 
RMPA/EIS. 


United  States  House  Representative  John  T.  Salazar 
February  17,  2005 

Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  text:  1)  I  am  writing  you  to  request  a  30  day  extension  for  the  public  comment  period 
Response:  1)  The  public  comment  period  was  extended  from  90  days  to  120  days. 

April  11,  2005 

General  Comment 

1)  I  am  disappointed  the  BLM  failed  to  include  alternatives  that  garnered  much  community  support  in 
the  initial  scoping  period  for  the  EIS.  Specifically,  I  am  referring  to  "Alternative  F." 

1)  Components  of  “Alternative  F”  are  substantially  included  in  Alternatives  I  and  II  of  the  Draft.  The 
major  component  of  the  five  alternatives  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  that  garnered  the  least  “community 
support”  was  the  inclusion  of  new  leasing  for  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development  on  top  of  the 
plateau,  except  for  Alternative  I  (No  Action).  In  response  to  this  issue,  BLM  would  like  to  offer  the 
following  four  points  for  consideration: 

First,  BLM  believes  it  important  to  note  that  some  members  of  the  local  community  and  other 
stakeholders  expressed  a  desire  to  see  as  much  production  of  natural  gas  from  BLM  lands  in  the 
Planning  Area  as  practicable,  in  light  of  the  nation’s  dwindling  supply  and  escalating  costs  and/or  the 
various  socioeconomic  benefits  in  terms  of  employment,  tax  revenues,  royalties,  etc. 

Second,  BLM  has  concluded  that  the  Transfer  Act  requires  that  currently  unleased  lands  in  the  NOSRs 
be  made  available  for  leasing,  within  the  multiple-use  framework  of  FLPMA  and  BLM  regulations  and 
Response:  policies  and  in  compliance  with  other  laws  such  as  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  Clean  Air  Act,  Clean 
Water  Act,  and  so  forth.  Therefore,  after  serious  consideration  of  information  received  during  scoping, 
BLM  concluded  “Alternative  F”  may  not  have  met  this  requirement  of  the  Transfer  Act;  and  that 
addressing  components  of  Alternative  F  in  the  No  Action  and  Alternative  II  was  more  appropriate. 

This  is  due  in  large  part  because  the  No  Action  alternative  would  preclude  oil  and  gas  development  atop 
the  plateau. 

Third,  in  developing  the  Proposed  Plan  (see  Section  2.3  and  Table  4-2  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS), 
BLM  has  adopted  the  concept  of  phased  and  clustered  development  proffered  by  the  Colorado 
Department  of  Natural  Resources  through  the  Consultation  and  Coordination  process  (see  Chapter  6). 
Specifically,  the  Proposed  Plan  would  require  the  use  of  directional  drilling,  with  up  to  seventeen  wells 
clustered  on  a  single  pad  and  a  minimum  separation  of  0.5  mile  between  pads,  to  limit  the  amount  of 
long-term  ground-disturbing  activity.  Additionally,  development  would  be  limited  to  only  one  area  at  a 
time,  and  the  total  amount  of  land  allowed  to  be  in  a  disturbed  condition  at  any  one  time  would  also  be 


Topic: 

Comment 

text: 
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limited.  This  phasing  would  minimize  the  road  lengths  needed  for  access  for  oil  and  gas  development 
and  would  keep  most  of  the  upper  plateau  in  a  condition  free  from  development  at  any  given  time, 
thereby  benefiting  both  wildlife  and  recreationists.  The  CDNR  concept  adopted  by  BLM  in  the 
Proposed  Plan  would  also  focus  development  on  ridgetops,  close  to  existing  roads.  While  having  some 
increased  visual  impacts  within  a  specific  development  area,  this  component  would  minimize  impacts 
to  the  ecologically,  visually,  hydrologically,  and  recreationally  more  sensitive  stream  valleys. 

Fourth,  and  also  as  a  result  of  the  Consultation  and  Coordination  process,  the  Proposed  Plan  would  (a) 
include  all  four  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACECs)  identified  in  the  environmentally 
most  protective  alternative  (Alternative  II),  with  a  variety  of  management  prescriptions  to  protect  water 
quality,  vegetation,  wildlife,  and  visual  quality  (Table  2-2);  (b)  establish  a  Watershed  Management 
Area  (WMA)  for  the  entire  top  of  the  plateau,  with  a  variety  of  management  prescriptions  specifically 
to  protect  water  quality  and  aquatic  resources  (Table  2-3);  and  (c)  increase  the  amount  of  protection — 
compared  to  any  of  the  five  previous  alternatives  except  No  Action — for  areas  mapped  by  CDOW  as 
wildlife  security  (seclusion)  areas.  These  increased  protections  under  the  Proposed  Plan  are  in  addition 
to  retaining  other  key  protections  under  the  Preferred  Alternative  (Alternative  III)  for  the  East  Fork  falls 
and  box  canyon,  the  visually  sensitive  cliffs  and  1-70  viewshed  areas,  the  Anvil  Points  Cave,  big  game 
winter  use  and  raptor  and  waterbird  nesting  areas,  old-growth  Douglas-fir  forest,  and  Federally  listed, 
proposed,  or  candidate  threatened  or  endangered  species  and  BLM  sensitive  species.  BLM  believes 
that,  taken  together,  these  components  of  the  Proposed  Plan — to  a  greater  degree  than  any  of  the  other 
alternatives,  as  well  as  the  so-called  “Community  Alternative”  proposed  by  some  commenters — would 
result  in  appropriate  levels  of  both  environmental  protection  and  energy  development. 

Moreover,  the  Proposed  Plan  would  result  in  the  fewest  pads,  fewest  miles  of  new  access  roads,  and 
fewest  acres  of  surface  disturbance  while  accommodating  levels  of  gas  production  comparable  to  the 
most  intensive  development  scenario  of  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  (Alternative  V).  In  terms  of  ultimate  gas 
production  from  BLM  lands  in  the  Planning  Area,  G1S  modeling  of  the  CDNR  concept  combined  with 
the  surface  restrictions  under  the  Propose  Action  indicate  that  more  than  90  percent  of  the  underlying 
area  could  be  accessed  given  current  technology.  If  drilling  technologies  continue  to  advance,  this 
figure  could  increase. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 


Comment 

text: 


2)  The  BLM  should  not  approve  any  drilling  on  top  of  the  Roan  Plateau.  If  the  energy  needs  of  this 
country  warrant  development  in  twenty  years,  the  BLM,  in  consultation  with  local  communities,  can 
revisit  that  option. 


Response: 


2)  The  Proposed  Plan  emphasizes  balance  in  managing  for  a  variety  of  multiple  resource  uses 
incorporating  outcome-based  adaptive  management,  including  a  systematic,  phased  and  clustered  oil 
and  gas  development  within  a  non-contracting  Federal  Unit.  As  described  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final 
EIS,  this  approach  would  include  a  minimum  of  0.5  mile  between  well  pads,  with  up  to  seventeen  wells 
per  pad  and  the  placement  of  most  oil  and  gas  facilities  along  existing  ridgetop  roadways.  It  also  would 
include  extensive  areas  of  NGD/NSO  and  SSR/CSU  restrictions  to  protect  a  variety  of  resources, 
designation  of  four  ACECs  and  the  Parachute  Creek  Watershed  Management  Area,  restriction  of 
motorized  and  mechanized  travel  to  designated  routes  (except  for  over-snow  travel  by  snowmobile), 
use  of  BMPs  and  mitigation  measures,  and  application  of  weed  control  and  performance-based 
reclamation  standards.  BLM  believes  that,  taken  together,  these  measures  and  actions  would  provide 
ample  protection  of  sensitive  ecological,  hydrological,  and  recreational  resources  atop  the  plateau  while 
accommodating  a  reasonable  level  of  natural  gas  production. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  3)  Fully  analyze  the  impact  of  the  Community  Alternative  and  incorporate  its  recommendations  where 
text:  appropriate. 

3)  The  "Community  Alternative"  was  not  an  alternative  developed  and  analyzed  in  the  Draft 
Response:  RMPA/EIS.  However,  many  of  the  basic  components  of  the  "Community  Alternative"  were 

incorporated  in  various  combinations  in  the  five  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  Many 
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of  these  components  are  also  reflected  in  the  Proposed  Plan  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed 
Plan/Final  EIS). 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  4)  The  BLM  should  work  to  provide  the  community  with  accurate  research  on  the  amount  of  natural 
text:  gas  that  can  be  extracted  by  utilizing  only  drilling  at  the  base  of  the  Plateau. 

4)  That  information  has  been  added  to  Section  4.5.5  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS.  As  indicated  by 
Table  4-2  of  both  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS,  approximately  46  percent  of  the 
total  area  available  for  surface  facilities  under  the  Proposed  Plan  is  below  the  rim.  Assuming  a 
uniformly  distributed  gas  resource,  this  would  suggest  that  slightly  less  than  half  of  the  accessible  gas 
Response:  resource  on  Federal  mineral  estate  gas  resource  is  below  the  rim.  In  reality,  that  percentage  is  probably 
lower  than  46  percent,  because  the  lands  not  available  for  surface  facilities  (i.e.,  with  NSO  stipulations) 
generally  occur  as  wider  polygons  below  the  rim  (see  Map  1  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS)  and  are 
thus  less  subject  to  being  accessed  with  directional  drilling.  In  other  words,  less  than  46  percent  of  the 
total  gas  resource  on  Federal  lands  in  the  Planning  Area  is  likely  to  be  producible  from  below  the  rim. 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 

5)  Provide  adequate  spacing  between  gas  wells  and  other  mitigation  plans  so  the  mule  deer  population 
Comment  at  the  base  of  the  Plateau  is  not  negatively  impacted  due  to  decreased  wintering  habitats  and  migration 
text:  corridors.  I  ask  BLM  to  provide  a  full  analysis  of  the  impact  this  project  would  have  on  hunting  in  the 
area,  including  any  economic  loss  that  might  result  due  to  a  reduction  in  hunting  activities. 

5)  The  Proposed  Plan  will  include  leasing  and  drilling  atop  the  plateau  as  a  part  of  a  non-contracting 
#  Federal  Unit,  with  lease  restrictions  on  surface  density  (minimum  2,640  feet  between  pads)  and  phasing 
**  '  of  development  in  successive  "development  areas."  Economic  impacts  associated  with  hunting 

activities  are  addressed  in  Section  4.4.3  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 


Topic:  Rangeland  Management  and  Health 

6)  Fully  analyze  the  implication  the  Draft  EIS  would  have  on  livestock  grazing  levels  on  allotments  in 
Comment  this  area  (page  4-210).  The  Final  EIS  should  explain  how  each  allotment  might  have  to  be  reduced 
text:  under  each  alternative.  Measures  to  reduce  the  impact  to  allotment  holders,  such  as  smaller  well  pads, 
should  be  taken. 

6)  Grazing  management  would  conform  to  BLM  grazing  regulations  (43  CFR  4180)  and  BLM 
Colorado's  Standards  for  Public  Land  Health  and  Guidelines  for  Livestock  Management  (Appendix  F) 
Response:  by  development  of  allotment  management  plans,  regular  monitoring  of  rangeland  health,  and  evaluation 
of  existing  grazing  management  practices.  (Section  2. 3. 3. 5  and  Table  2-1  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final 
EIS). 


Topic:  Water  Resources 

Comment  ^  Proyide  f°r  full  water  quality  monitoring  to  ensure  area  water  quality  is  not  diminished.  This  is 

#  particularly  important  in  the  creeks  which  contain  populations  of  genetically  pure  Colorado  River 
teXt:  cutthroat  trout. 

7)  At  present,  BLM  does  not  believe  that  full  water-quality  monitoring  is  warranted,  given  the 
anticipated  low  levels  of  impacts  to  occupied  or  potential  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout  habitat.  The 
low  impacts  are  based  on  the  requirement  for  phased  and  clustered  development  under  the  Proposed 

#  Plan,  as  well  as  designation  of  four  ACECS  and  the  Parachute  Creek  Watershed  Management  Area, 

**  *  extensive  areas  of  NGD/NSO  and  SSR/CSU  protections,  emphasis  on  locating  oil  and  gas  facilities 

along  existing  ridgetop  roadways,  various  water-related  BMPs  and  mitigation  measures,  and 
improvements  to  range  condition  and  reclamation.  Additionally,  BLM  is  required  to  ensure  that 
applicable  water  quality  standards  are  not  violated. 


Proposed  RMPA/Final  EIS  ■  August  2006 
Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area,  Colorado 


6-15 


CHAPTER  6  ■  CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 


6.3. 2. 2  Commenting  Public  Agencies 

A  total  of  15  letters  were  received  from  public  agencies,  including  Cooperating  Agencies.  The  City  of 
Parachute  and  Rio  Blanco  County  did  not  provide  initial  comments  and  summaries  of  their  comments  are 
not  provided  below.  The  Cooperating  Agencies  provided  a  second  round  of  comments  in  the  Fall  of 
2005.  The  full  text  of  these  comments  is  included  in  Attachment  E.  Commenting  Public  Agencies 
include: 

■  City  of  Glenwood  Springs  (Cooperating  Agency) 

■  City  of  Parachute  (Cooperating  Agency) 

■  City  of  Rifle  (Cooperating  Agency) 

■  Colorado  Department  of  Natural  Resources  (Cooperating  Agency) 

■  Garfield  County  (Cooperating  Agency) 

■  Rio  Blanco  County  (Cooperating  Agency) 

■  City  of  Aspen 

■  Colorado  Geological  Survey  and  Colorado  Oil  and  Gas  Conservation  Commission  (Cooperating 
Agency) 

■  Colorado  State  Parks  (Cooperating  Agency) 

■  Mesa  County  Commissioners 

■  Moffat  County 

■  Northwest  Resource  Advisory  Council 

■  Pitkin  County 

■  Summit  County 

■  Town  of  New  Castle 

■  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior  -  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

■  U.S.  EPA,  Region  8 

6.3. 2.3  Cooperating  Agencies 

Cooperating  Agency  comments  and  BLM’s  response  are  summarized  below.  The  full  text  of  the 
comments  is  contained  in  Attachment  D. 

Colorado  Department  of  Natural  Resources 

Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  ^  ^he  ^ocument  addresses  impacts  only  in  relation  to  oil  and  gas.  Therefore,  it  does  not  fully  describe 
text-  ^ie  "Pro-iect"  as  recluired  by  NEPA.  It  also  fails  to  describe  irreplaceable  losses  of  resources.  CDOW 
'  believes  that  the  document  should  also  include  a  monitoring  plan  for  all  resources. 

1 )  BLM  disagrees  with  this  assertion.  Impacts,  both  positive  and  negative,  related  to  other  resources, 
land  uses,  and  management  actions  are  not  only  described  throughout  the  impact  analysis  of  Chapter  4 
but  are  also  specifically  included  in  the  impact  summary  tables  of  Sections  4.3.2  and  4. 3.4.2. 
Irreplaceable  and  irretrievable  resources  are  addressed  in  Section  4.6,  although  more  specific, 

Response:  quantitative  analysis  is  not  possible  due  to  unavoidable  uncertainties  about  specifics  of  future 

development  (where,  at  what  pace,  in  what  manner,  etc.).  Monitoring  is  being  addressed  in  Appendix  J 
of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS,  and  BLM  anticipates  continued  discussions  with  CDOW  will  further 
refine  monitoring  and  mitigation  as  part  of  future  lease  planning. 
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Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  ^  ^he  P'anning  Area  should  include  the  entire  Parachute  Creek  watershed.  The  document  should 
text*  'nc^uc^e  area  west  Parachute  Creek  due  to  its  important  to  wildlife,  water  quality,  fisheries,  and 
’  cumulative  impacts. 

2)  BLM  believes  that  the  current  Planning  Area  boundaries  are  appropriate  but  recognizes  that  some 
„  t  resources,  such  as  highly  mobile  and  wide-ranging  wildlife  species,  use  habitats  that  cross  the  Planning 

P  ’  Area  boundaries.  The  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  provides  additional  information  on  offsite  conditions 
and  impacts,  including  the  area  west  of  Parachute  Creek. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  3)  The  Draft  should  address  full  field  development,  since  leases  will  authorize  drilling  beyond  the  20- 
text:  year  period  of  the  plan.  The  analysis  should  address  impacts  when  the  entire  area  is  fully  developed. 

3)  It  is  BLM’s  policy  to  limit  the  impact  analysis  to  20  years.  Beyond  that  timeframe,  attempting  to 
anticipate  conditions  and  impacts  becomes  highly  speculative  due  to  the  many  environmental, 
Response:  geopolitical,  technological,  or  economic  factors  that  affect  wildlife  but  are  subject  to  substantial  change. 
The  RFD  and  Table  4-3  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  provide  general  information  on  the  potential 
level  of  development  beyond  20  years. 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 

Comment  ^  ^he  ^ra^  drops  some  °f  the  protective  measures  of  the  1999  FSEIS.  These  measures,  such  as  TLs, 

.  x  NSOs,  and  lease  notices  related  to  wildlife  and  wildlife  habitats,  should  be  fully  retained,  at  a 

tPYT* 

minimum. 

t  4)  These  have  been  fully  restored  as  part  of  the  Proposed  Plan  (Section  4.3.2  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final 

j— ■  |  g  | 


Topic:  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 

Comment  5)  CDOW  believes  that  all  four  ACECs  are  critical  to  protection  of  wildlife  and  fisheries,  while 
text:  allowing  ample  oil  and  gas  development. 

5)  The  Proposed  Plan  incorporates  all  four  ACECs  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed 
Plan/Final  EIS).  While  the  four  ACECs  occupy  a  somewhat  smaller  area  than  under  Alternative  II,  the 
Response:  basis  of  this  revision  was  a  more  refined  analysis  by  BLM  of  specific  areas  containing  the  relevant  and 
important  values  for  each  ACEC.  Thus,  a  comparable  level  of  management  emphasis  on,  and 
protection  of,  those  values  would  also  apply  despite  the  smaller  area. 


Topic:  Socioeconomics 

Comment  6)  The  socioeconomic  analysis  is  inadequate  given  the  monetary  importance  of  hunting  and  wildlife 
text:  viewing  to  the  local  economies.  This  section  needs  thorough  revision. 


Response: 


6)  The  updated  socioeconomic  analysis  in  Section  4.4.3  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  uses  recent  data 
from  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  to  evaluate  economic  benefits  of  hunting  to  the  local  economies. 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 


Comment 

text: 


7)  The  Draft  should  include  a  reclamation  monitoring  plan,  should  require  performance-based 
reclamation  standards,  and  should  provide  information  on  the  amount  of  land  in  reclamation  at  full  field 
development. 


7)  The  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  includes  a  monitoring  appendix  (Appendix  J)  describing  performance- 
_  based  reclamation  standards  and  success  criteria  under  the  Proposed  Plan.  BLM  believes  that 
^  ’  information  on  the  amount  of  land  in  reclamation  at  full-field  development  is  too  speculative  for  the 

type  of  quantitative  estimation  requested  in  the  comment. 
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Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 

Comment  ^  The  should  provide  more  information  on  fawning,  calving,  and  transitional  or  migration 

text*  corr^ors  h°r  big  game.  The  impact  analysis  should  give  more  details  on  how  these  critical  areas  will  be 
'  protected  from  oil  and  gas  or  other  impacts. 

8)  The  migration  routes  (cliff  passages)  are  addressed  in  considerable  detail  in  Section  4.3.2.  Deer  and 
elk  production  (fawning/calving)  is  also  addressed,  although  in  general  terms  because  CDOW  has  not 
mapped  specific  production  areas — with  birthing  and  rearing  instead  occurring  as  a  dispersed  use  across 
Response:  most  of  the  upper  plateau  or  higher  portions  of  the  lower  plateau.  The  phased  and  clustered 

development  under  the  Proposed  Plan  would  reduce  concerns  about  these  impacts  by  reducing  the 
number  of  pads  and  access  roads  in  active  use  at  any  one  time,  and  limiting  development  to  only  one 
area  at  a  time  (see  Sections  2.3  and  4.3.2). 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 

Comment  ^  The  Draft  includes  some  erroneous  statements  concerning  Chronic  Wasting  Disease,  its  relevance  to 
reductions  in  deer  populations  and  harvest  numbers  (overstated  in  the  Draft),  and  the  likelihood  of 
'  habituation  (overstated  in  the  Draft). 

Response:  9)  This  discussion  in  Sections  3. 3.2. and  4.3.2  has  been  eliminated. 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 

Comment  10)  The  indirect  impacts  to  deer  and  elk  of  oil  and  gas  operations  are  likely  to  be  much  greater  than 
text:  indicated  in  the  Draft,  based  on  recent  scientific  literature. 


Response: 


10)  The  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  uses  the  more  conservative  (i.e.,  greater)  widths  for  zones  of  reduced 
wildlife  use  reported  by  Sawyer  et  al.  (2004,  2005)  and  other  sources  favored  by  CDOW. 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 

Comment  1 1)  A  reduction  of  33%  in  deer  and  the  irreversible  and  irretrievable  loss  of  winter  range  are  much 
text:  more  than  "moderate"  impacts. 


Response: 


11)  BLM  agrees.  Regrettably,  the  text  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  was  confusing  and  contained  a 
critical  typographical  error.  The  actual  estimate  of  loss  (in  terms  of  effective  deer  habitat  and  not  deer 
populations)  was  stated  correctly  on  page  4-83  of  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  as  22.3%.  This  was  the  basis 
for  the  assignment  of  a  “moderate”  impact  level.  The  33%  figure  on  page  4-87  is  an  error. 

Additionally,  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  uses  the  larger  zones  of  reduced  wildlife  use  cited  by  Sawyer 
et  al.  (2004,  2005).  The  combination  of  wider  disturbance  zones  but  reduced  levels  of  habitat  loss 
under  the  Proposed  Plan  results  in  a  revised  estimate  of  an  18.7%  effective  reduction  in  deer  winter 
range  (see  Table  4-13). 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 

12)  The  protection  afforded  to  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout  appears  inadequate  to  ensure  that  the 
Comment  species  not  only  recovers  but  is  not  placed  at  risk  of  additional  loss.  Any  loss  is  unacceptable. 

text:  Examples  of  risks  include  locations  of  wells  and  pipelines  within  200  meters  of  a  stream  and  multiple 
daily  stream  crossings  by  truckloads  of  brine  and  other  pollutants  that  could  spill  into  the  stream. 

12)  Regarding  wells  and  pipelines  within  200  meters  of  a  stream,  such  would  not  be  permitted  under 
any  of  the  alternatives  considered  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS,  or  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS.  On  the 
contrary,  occupied  trout  streams,  upslope  watershed  areas,  and  upstream  or  tributary  reaches  critical  to 
water  quality  would  be  given  special  management  emphasis,  including  extensive  areas  closed  to  long- 
Response:  term  ground  disturbing  activities.  For  example,  refer  to  Map  3  (for  the  Preferred  Alternative)  in  the 

Draft  and  to  Map  2  (for  the  Proposed  Plan)  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS.  Also  see  Tables  2-1  and  2- 
3.  Regarding  trucking  of  brine,  spills  are  very  infrequent,  the  proportion  of  road  lengths  involving 
stream  crossings  very  small  (especially  under  the  ridgetop  development  emphasis  of  the  Proposed  Plan; 
see  Chapter  2  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS),  and  mitigation  measures  for  stream  crossings  such  as 
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use  of  culverts  are  intended  to  further  reduce  this  risk. 


Topic:  Onsite  Travel  Management 


Comment  13)  BLM  should  reevaluate  travel  management.  The  policy  should  be  one  of  "closed  unless  posted 
text:  open."  The  Final  document  should  address  the  impacts  of  different  travel  management  options. 


Response: 


13)  The  onsite  travel  management  sections  in  both  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS 
(Section  4.5.2)  do,  in  fact,  address  different  travel  management  options  and  impacts  of  those  options  on 
the  various  resource  areas  cited  throughout  Chapter  4.  All  alternatives  except  Alternative  I,  and 
including  the  Proposed  Plan,  would  specifically  limit  motorized  or  mechanized  travel  to  designated 
routes,  except  for  the  OHV  open  travel  play  area  of  Hubbard  Mesa.  Over-snow  travel  by  snowmobiles 
with  a  minimum  of  12  inches  of  snow  cover  would  be  allowed  under  all  alternatives  except  Alternative 
II.  If  CDOW  has  reason  to  believe  that  the  off-route  snowmobile  travel  atop  the  plateau  is  critical  in 
terms  of  wildlife  impacts,  BLM  would  be  pleased  to  reconsider  this  issue  for  the  Proposed  Plan. 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 


Comment 

text: 


14)  All  four  ACECs  need  to  be  included  in  the  final  alternative. 


Response: 


14)  The  Proposed  Plan  includes  all  four  ACECs.  Although  these  cover  somewhat  less  area  than  under 
Alternative  II,  note  that  this  represents  a  refined  analysis  by  BLM  of  specific  areas  containing  one  or 
more  of  the  relevant  and  important  resource  values.  Therefore,  BLM  believes  that  the  protection  of 
these  values  would  be  comparable  to  Alternative  II. 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 

Comment  15)  The  much  smaller  area  identified  as  Wildlife  Seclusion  Areas,  compared  to  the  1999  FSEIS,  needs 
text:  to  be  explained. 

15)  The  Proposed  Plan  reinstates  the  security  areas  atop  the  plateau  that  were  identified  in  the  1999 
Response:  FSEIS  but  omitted  from  the  five  alternatives  considered  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  These  would  be 
protected  by  an  SSR/CSU  stipulation. 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 

Comment  16)  Use  of  terms  such  as  "moderate"  is  insufficient  in  comparison  to  the  magnitude  of  some  of  the 
text:  impacts  anticipated. 

16)  The  wildlife  impact  analysis  (Section  4.3.2,  summarized  in  Table  4-13),  reconsiders  these  terms  in 
Response:  light  of  the  use  of  more  conservative  estimates  of  effective  habitat  loss  resulting  from  reduced  wildlife 
use  near  areas  of  oil  and  gas  development. 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 

Comment  1 7)  CDOW  would  not  support  closing  any  areas  of  public  lands  to  hunting  and  does  not  believe  that  a 
text:  refuge  effect  will  result  from  oil  and  gas  operations. 

17)  BLM  does  not  intend  to  close  any  areas  to  public  hunting,  and  such  was  not  indicated  in  the  Draft 
>  RMPA/EIS.  The  Draft  stated  that  if  some  areas  were  closed  to  hunting  for  public  safety,  or  if  a  refuge 
**  *  effect  and  habituation  occurred,  the  impacts  would  be  less  than  analyzed  in  Section  4.3.2.  The  Draft 

RMPA  did  not  assume  that  these  would  occur. 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 

Comment  18)  Weeds  are  a  potential  major  issue,  and  the  approach  of  Alternative  II  is  the  minimum  that  BLM 
text:  should  consider. 


Response: 


1 8)  The  Proposed  Plan  will  emphasize  implementation  of  an  integrated  weed  management  program 
(including  mechanical,  biological,  and  chemical  methods)  such  as  in  Alternative  II  to  deter  and  control 
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noxious.  This  is  described  in  Section  2.3.2,  and  the  resultant  impacts  are  analyzed  in  Section  4.3.2  of 
the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  19)  BLM  should  provide  more  information  on  the  number  of  vehicle  trips  associated  with  oil  and  gas 
text:  development. 

19)  The  vehicle-trip  table  included  in  Section  4.5.5  (Table  4-34  of  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS)  is  the  best 
Response:  information  available  and,  BLM  believes,  is  adequate  for  the  purpose  of  estimating  vehicle-related 
impacts.  However,  note  that  the  table  has  been  corrected  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 

Comment  BLM  should  evaluate  and  provide  discussion  regarding  how  Informational  Memorandum  No. 

2005-069  regarding  compensatory  mitigation.  The  Draft  needs  substantial  revision  to  incorporate  the 
text:  ^ 

20)  BLM’s  preference  is  to  implement  onsite  mitigation  measures  to  avoid  or  minimize  adverse  impacts 
to  the  degree  practicable.  However,  BLM  recognizes  that  this  is  not  always  feasible  or  adequate. 
Response:  Therefore,  as  stated  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS,  other  types  of  mitigation 

(e.g.,  offsite)  would  be  considered  on  a  case-by-case  basis,  in  cooperation  with  CDOW  and  the  affected 
operator  and  property  owner. 


Colorado  Geological  Survey  and  Colorado  Oil  and  Gas  Conservation  Commission 
Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

1)  Can  BLM  include  information  about  the  actual  width  of  the  individual  point-bar  deposits  being 
Comment  narrower  than  the  entire  meander  belt,  and  the  resultant  impact  on  downhole  spacing?  This  is  the  reason 
text:  COGCC  approved  10-acre  downhole  spacing  in  the  same  Williams  Fork  Formation.  BLM  should  also 
include  information  about  the  status  of  approval  of  10-acre  spacing  in  the  planning  area. 

1)  The  revised  RFD  presented  as  Appendix  H  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  contains  geologic 
Response:  information  related  to  oil  and  gas  development  in  the  document.  For  the  purpose  of  impact  analysis 
under  the  Proposed  Plan,  BLM  has  assumed  10-acre  downhole  spacing  throughout  the  Planning  Area. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  2)  The  Draft  states  that  production  increased  from  188  to  260  million  barrels.  This  should  be  MBO 
text:  (thousand  barrels  of  oil). 

Response:  2)  Thank  you  for  catching  this  mistake.  The  error  has  been  corrected  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  3)  Through  simple  math,  it  appears  that  the  RFD  would  yield  only  8.4%  of  the  recoverable  gas  resource 
text:  on  Federal  lands  above  the  rim.  BLM  should  make  this  conclusion  more  apparent. 

3)  Table  4-28  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  presents  the  estimated  percent  recovery  of  natural  gas 
resources  on  Federal  lands  above  the  rim.  However,  note  that  the  number  is  based  on  the  number  of 
wells  anticipated  during  20  years  and  not  on  the  amount  to  be  recovered  as  of  the  point  of  full-field 
Response:  development.  A  GIS  analysis  of  systematically  placed  well  pads  using  the  CDNR  concept  of  a 

minimum  of  0.5-mile  spacing,  on  ridgetops,  with  10-acre  downhole  spacing,  and  with  an  assumed 
2,500-foot  horizontal  reach  using  diagonal  drilling  resulted  in  well  over  90  percent  of  the  area  of 
Federal  mineral  estate  being  accessible  (Section  2.3.1). 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  4)  The  coalbed  natural  gas  discussion  would  appear  to  need  some  revision.  The  assertion  of  a  "high 
text:  potential"  is  not  supported  by  the  average  (versus  maximum)  values  among  90  samples,  while  the 
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assertion  that  the  coals  are  too  deep  is  not  supported  by  the  fact  that  deeper  strata  are  producing  coalbed 
natural  gas  in  the  Piceance  Basin. 

Response:  4)  The  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  (at  Section  3.5.5)  incorporates  the  requested  revisions. 


Topic:  Geological  Resources 

Comment  5)  What  is  the  basis  for  the  assertion  that  the  Cameo  Coals  in  the  planning  area  lack  natural  fracture 
text:  permeability? 

Response:  5)  The  statement  has  been  eliminated  from  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 


Comment 

text: 


6)  Has  BLM  considered  an  industry-proposed  plan  that  would  limit  the  surface  disturbance  at  any  one 
time  to  200  acres?  Has  BLM  considered  leasing  the  entire  upper  plateau  as  a  block  to  reduce  pipelines 
and  other  facilities? 


Response: 


6)  The  Proposed  Plan  uses  the  non-contracting  Federal  Unit  approach  recommended  by  CDNR  and 
incorporates  the  CDNR  concept  of  phased  and  clustered  development  and  focus  of  development  on 
ridgetops.  The  maximum  amount  to  be  disturbed  at  any  one  time  used  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS 
is  350  acres,  representing  approximately  10  percent  of  the  Federal  mineral  estate  lands  atop  the  plateau. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 


Comment 

text: 


7)  Can  BLM  update  the  RFD  to  include  newer  (larger)  estimates  of  annual  drilling  rates,  reconsider  the 
assumed  maximum  horizontal  reach  for  directional  drilling,  and  reconsider  the  assumption  about  a  5- 
month  drilling  season  on  top  due  to  winter  conditions? 


Response: 


7)  The  Proposed  Plan  incorporates  a  revised  RFD  which  includes  leasing  and  drilling  atop  the  plateau 
based  on  2,640-foot  minimum  surface  separation  of  pads,  with  17  wells  per  pad  (16  Mesaverde  at  10- 
acre  downhole,  and  1  Wasatch  at  160-acre  downhole).  This  is  then  limited  by  assumed  average  of  4 
drill  rigs,  30  days  per  well  and  6  months  of  drilling  time  (weather-limited  in  winter)  for  20  years. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  8)  Can  BLM  evaluate  in  more  detail  the  concepts  of  staged  drilling  and/or  cluster  drilling  on  top  of  the 
text:  plateau  to  keep  more  of  the  land  available  for  wildlife  and  other  uses? 

8)  The  Proposed  Plan  would  include  leasing  and  drilling  atop  the  plateau  as  a  part  of  a  non-contracting 
Response:  Federal  Unit,  with  lease  restrictions  on  surface  density  (see  previous  response  #7)  and  phasing  of 
development  through  successive  “development  areas.” 


Topic:  Rangeland  Management  and  Health 

9)  Mitigation  for  erosion  and  stream  damage  caused  by  grazing  does  not  appear  to  be  coordinated  with 
Comment  mitigation  of  oil  and  gas  development.  The  most  restrictive  alternative  for  oil  and  gas  is  the  least 
text:  restrictive  for  grazing  and  vice  versa.  Shouldn't  BLM  consider  mitigating  the  impacts  of  grazing  on 
stream  water  quality  in  any  management  plan  alternative? 

9)  The  Proposed  Plan  incorporates  a  number  of  specific  management  actions  intended  to  better 
Response:  mitigate,  regulate,  and  monitor  multiple  use  impacts,  including  livestock  grazing,  on  other  natural 
resource  values  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS). 

Colorado  State  Parks 

Topic:  Recreation 

Comment  ^  travel  often  gets  the  blame  for  problems  associated  with  dust  generation  and  siltation  of 

streams.  Will  BLM's  monitoring  programs  differentiate  between  recreational  and  industry  (oil  and  gas) 
text:  impacts? 

Response:  1)  Yes,  to  the  extent  that  such  damage  can  be  differentiated.  For  example,  whether  the  source  of 
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sediments  transported  to  a  stream  is  from  an  oil  and  gas  pad  or  access  road,  versus  a  recreation-only 
trail,  or  whether  damage  to  vegetation  is  from  off-route  OHV  travel  (not  permitted  under  any 
alternative  except  No  Action)  or  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development. 


Topic:  Recreation 

Comment  2)  How  will  air  quality  impacts  from  dust  affect  recreational  use,  either  directly  or  through  degradation 
text:  of  adjacent  vegetation? 

2)  Without  information  on  the  types  of  dust  suppression  methods  to  be  employed,  the  specific  road 

segments  to  be  upgraded  or  constructed  for  oil  and  gas  activity,  and  how  recreational  travel  will  be 

affected  by  oil  and  gas  development,  BLM  cannot  provide  a  reliable  and  detailed  response  to  this 

„  comment.  However,  it  seems  safe  to  say  that  areas  subject  to  active  development  would  be  of 

Response: 

^  ‘  somewhat  reduced  quality  for  at  least  some  types  of  recreation.  The  extent  and  consequences  thereof 

are  currently  unknown.  In  this  regard,  please  note  that  the  Proposed  Plan,  with  its  requirement  for 
phased  and  clustered  development  atop  the  plateau,  would  reduce  the  impacts  on  recreation  compared 
to  any  alternative  except  No  Action. 


Topic:  Recreation 

Comment  3)  How  does  BLM  intend  to  control  dust?  Use  of  dust  suppressants  can  affect  adjacent  vegetation  and 
text:  also  impact  streams  and  soil  erosion  through  loss  of  cover. 

3)  BLM  is  aware  of  the  negative  aspects  of  dust  suppression,  and  of  the  fact  that  fugitive  dust  can  also 
be  an  issue.  The  exact  method  of  dust  suppression  will  be  selected  in  conjunction  with  development  of 
Response:  a  transportation  plan  after  lessee(s)  have  been  identified,  the  area  to  be  developed  initially  has  been 
identified,  and  specific  road  segments  needed  for  access  have  been  identified.  Tentatively,  BLM 
anticipates  not  allowing  magnesium  chloride  on  segments  representing  a  risk  of  transport  to  streams. 


Topic:  Recreation 

Comment  4)  What  Best  Management  Practices  will  BLM  employ  to  protect  streams  for  water  quality  impacts  so 
text:  that  both  industry  and  recreation  can  benefit  by  maintaining  stream  quality? 

4)  BMPs  and  mitigation  measures  are  generally  described  in  Section  2.2  of  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and 
Response:  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  and  listed  more  comprehensively  in  Appendix  I  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final 
EIS. 


Topic:  Onsite  Travel  Management 


Comment  5)  Are  there  any  considerations  given  to  increasing  recreational  access  to  the  top  of  the  plateau?  Has 
text:  there  been  any  discussion  about  land  swaps  or  sales  to  provide  a  better  access  route  to  the  top? 


Response: 


5)  At  present,  BLM  does  not  anticipate  additional  access  to  the  top  of  the  plateau.  It  is  likely  that 
access  through  private  land  to  the  west  will  be  limited  to  oil  and  gas  activities  on  the  private  lands  atop 
the  plateau.  The  same  routes  could  potentially  be  used  to  access  development  on  Federal  lands  atop  the 
plateau.  Without  knowing  who  will  be  conducting  oil  and  gas  operations  for  Federal  leases  atop  the 
plateau  or  which  area  will  be  developed  initially,  detailed  analysis  of  access  from  the  west  is  not 
possible.  However,  public  access  appears  unlikely,  at  least  during  the  period  of  oil  and  gas  exploration 
and  drilling.  Whether  these  roads  might  become  available  for  public  use  during  long-term  operations  is 
not  known  and  would  not  involve  BLM. 


Topic:  Recreation 

6)  Please  provide  more  detail  on  whether  limitations  on  travel  to  designated  routes  would  apply  to  the 
Comment  Hubbard  Mesa  SRMA?  What  about  open  travel  play  areas?  If  these  are  not  provided  for,  recreational 
text:  users  will  seek  these  opportunities  elsewhere,  potentially  leading  to  habitat  degradation  in  sensitive 
areas. 

Response:  6)  The  five  alternatives  of  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  would  limit  travel  in  Hubbard  Mesa  to  designated 
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routes,  except  for  Alternatives  III  and  IV.  The  Proposed  Plan  would  designate  Hubbard  Mesa  as  an 
open  travel  play  (off-trail)  OHV  riding  area  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS). 


Topic:  Recreation 

Comment  7)  How  does  BLM  plan  to  address  impacts  on  recreation  at  Hubbard  Mesa  resulting  from  industrial 
text:  traffic,  roads,  well  pads,  wells,  utility  corridors,  and  visual  disturbances? 

7)  Under  the  Proposed  Plan,  the  Hubbard  Mesa  OHV  riding  area  would  have  an  SSR/CSU  restriction. 
Response:  This  would  provide  BLM  with  more  flexibility  in  requiring  that  proposed  oil  and  gas,  utility,  or  other 
activities  be  located  and  accessed  so  as  to  minimize  interference  with  recreation. 


Topic:  Recreation 

Comment  ^  Does  BLM  have  an  inventory  of  routes  in  the  Hubbard  Mesa  area?  State  Parks  encourages  BLM  to 
text*  work  closely  l°ca*  recreationists  to  ensure  that  no  currently  available  recreational  opportunities  are 
’  lost  due  to  administrative  oversights. 

8)  BLM  has  a  route  map  and  inventory  of  Hubbard  Mesa  (e.g.,  see  Map  3  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final 
Response:  EIS,  admittedly  at  a  very  small  scale).  BLM  intends  to  continue  to  work  with  recreationists  to  ensure 
that  no  currently  available  opportunities  are  lost  due  to  administrative  oversights. 

Garfield  County 

Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

1)  Some  areas  of  analysis  and  context  contained  within  the  EIS  are  dated.  Key  among  these  are 
Comment  regional  drilling  rates  and  the  available  infrastructure  for  future  drilling  rates,  the  workforce  in  place 
text:  now,  current  energy  production  from  the  immediate  region  (western  Garfield  County),  and  estimated 
future  rates  of  exploration  and  production  from  that  same  region. 

Response:  1)  The  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  incorporates  updated  information. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 


Comment 

text: 


2)  FLPMA  contains  significant  sustainability  criteria  for  inventory  and  analysis.  Current  context,  along 
with  production  and  drilling  rates  in  the  immediate  region,  suggests  that  the  statement  for  the  need  for 
timing  and  extent  of  drilling  on  the  NOSR  may  need  to  be  re-examined. 


Response: 


2)  Based  on  the  combination  of  the  specific  language  of  the  Transfer  Act,  the  National  Energy  Policy, 
and  the  demand  for  natural  gas,  BLM  believes  that  the  need  to  make  the  NOSRs  available  for  leasing 
exists  now.  Please  note  that  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  (e.g.,  at  Table  4-1)  reflects  substantial  natural 
gas  development  but  with  reduced  levels  of  ground  disturbance  due  to  the  requirement  for  phased  and 
clustered  development,  using  the  approach  proposed  by  CDNR  in  the  Consultation  and  Coordination 
process. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

3)  A  general  discussion  about  ongoing  funding  for  management  options  was  lacking  in  the  EIS.  More 
detail  is  needed.  Garfield  County  suggests  that  unless  revenue  from  monitoring  and  enforcement  can 
be  obtained  and  stipulated  in  agreements  from  potential  users,  or  from  some  other  guaranteed  source 
Comment  tied  to  increased  development,  no  alternatives  can  be  properly  evaluated  in  the  refinement  process 

text:  where  success  hinges  on  such  management  and  enforcement.  Document  should  show  revenue  to  BLM 
to  assist  in  management  for  the  designation  of  continued  management  of  WSRs,  ACECs,  Areas  with 
Wilderness  Characteristics,  and  WMAs.  The  document  should  detail  management  funding  impacts 
from  such  designations,  or  the  lack  thereof. 


Response: 


3)  The  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  includes  a  monitoring  program  for  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area 
(Appendices  J  and  K).  This  includes  details  of  how  the  monitoring  is  to  be  financed,  as  well  as  by 
whom  will  it  be  conducted,  and  that  these  details  will  be  developed  in  a  reclamation  plan  submitted  for 
approval  to  BLM  before  permitted  activities  are  initiated.  A  discussion  of  the  BLM  projected  budget 
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for  the  next  20  years  is  not  possible  as  Federal  budget  estimates  (and  funding  levels)  are  not  within 
BLM  control. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 


Comment 

text: 


4)  Can  the  BLM  stipulate  "rates"  of  drilling  as  part  of  a  lease  or  stipulations  to  that  lease?  It  also  isn't 
clear  if  the  BLM  has  the  right  to  substantially  modify  or  change  that  lease  in  the  future:  a)  Once  granted 
a  lease,  during  the  life  of  this  RMP,  is  that  lease  subject  to  any  substantial  changes  made  in  a  future 
RMP  of  by  an  RMP  Amendment?  b)  Does  the  BLM  have  the  ability  to  control  or  'cap'  the  rate  and  pace 
of  development  through  lease  stipulations? 


4)  This  was  considered  in  developing  the  Proposed  Plan,  a)  BLM  cannot  interfere  with  valid  existing 
rights  once  leases  are  granted.  However,  BLM  can  apply  restrictions  to  development,  typically  as 
COAs  identified  through  site-specific  NEPA  reviews,  b)  BLM  has  attempted  to  control  the  drilling  rate 
Response:  atop  the  plateau  under  the  Proposed  Plan  through  the  cap  on  disturbed  area  allowable  at  any  one  time 
and  restriction  of  drilling  to  only  one  development  area.  BLM  can  also  limit  drilling  rates  if  the  result 
would  be  exceed  a  State  or  Federal  standard  or  otherwise  violate  some  legal  requirement  or  policy 
under  which  BLM  must  manage  the  site. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

5)  Royalty  and  Severance  taxes  were  not  adequately  covered  in  the  EIS.  Garfield  County  suggests  that 
public  revenue  streams  from  extractive  activity  on  BLM  lands  be  detailed  with  diagrams  showing  cash 
Comment  flow  from  extractive  activity  to  the  federal,  state,  and  local  governments.  Projections  from  revenue 
text:  sources  should  be  provided  based  on  probable  levels  of  leasing  and  development.  Revenue  streams 
from  current  leasing  and  funds  accumulated  to  date  should  be  clearly  discussed.  Projects  and  cost 
estimates  should  be  made  clearer.  One  time  'Bonus'  lease  payments  were  not  addressed. 


Response: 


5)  Oil  and  gas  royalties  and  other  revenues  are  estimated  and  analyzed  in  the  updated  socioeconomic 
analysis  at  Section  4.4.3  and  in  Appendix  M  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 


Topic:  Socioeconomics 

Comment  6)  The  final  document  should  use  population  projections  currently  being  modified  between  Garfield 
text:  County  and  the  State  Demographer's  Office. 


Response: 


6)  The  updated  socioeconomic  analysis  in  Section  4.4.3  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  uses  these 
population  forecasts  as  were  available  at  the  end  of  2005. 


Topic:  Other  Minerals 


Comment 

text: 


7)  The  EIS  should  address  oil  shale  research  and  production  on  or  in  the  Roan  Plateau. 


7)  No  oil  shale  research  or  production  is  occurring  in  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area,  although  several 
research  proposals  have  been  approved  farther  northwest  in  the  Piceance  Basin.  BLM’s  ability  to 
address  any  future  oil  shale  research  and  production  in  the  Planning  Area  is  limited,  since  the 
Response:  technology  to  develop  oil  shale  is  still  evolving.  BLM  does  not  anticipate  any  research  or  production 
proposals  during  the  20-year  planning  period.  Any  such  applications  that  may  be  made  would  be 
reviewed  on  a  case-by-case  basis  and  would  be  subject  to  the  same  restrictions  on  surface  use  as  other 
ground-disturbing  activities  under  the  Proposed  Plan. 


Topic:  General  Comment 


Comment  8)  Garfield  County  requests  that  projection  methodologies  include  sensitivity  analyses  for  projecting 
text:  overall  impacts  (as  opposed  to  using  flat  rates,  extended  over  the  20  year  life  of  the  plan). 


8)  Socioeconomic  analysis  methodologies  follow  BLM  guidance  and  are  discussed  in  Section  4.4.3  of 
Response:  thg  Proposed  Pian/Final  EIS. 
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Topic:  Transportation  and  Access 

Comment  9)  The  final  alternative  analysis  needs  to  have  a  more  in  depth  inventory  of  intersections  and  road 
text:  segments. 


Response: 


9)  The  updated  socioeconomic  analysis  in  Section  4.4.3  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  includes  a 
detailed  review  of  the  transportation  plans  for  Garfield  County  and  the  City  of  Rifle  and  the  potential 
impact  of  oil  and  gas  development  traffic  on  local  traffic  levels.  This  analysis  is  described  in  Sections 


3.4.4  and  4.4.4. 


Topic:  Transportation  and  Access 

Comment  10)  The  EIS  made  no  real  attempt  to  look  at  cumulative  impacts  including  various  levels  of  activity  on 
text:  the  NOSR  and  activity  generated  on  surrounding  BLM  and  private  lands,  in  terms  of  roads  and  bridges. 

10)  The  Proposed  Plan  provides  for  non-motorized,  mechanized,  and  motorized  travel  as  opportunities 
allow,  while  limiting  off-road  vehicle  use  to  minimize  habitat  loss  or  fragmentation.  The  plan  also 
provides  for  responsible  use  by  limiting  travel  to  designated  routes  or  areas  throughout  the  Planning 
Area.  Travel  in  areas  affected  by  oil  and  gas  development  or  other  uses,  may  be  limited,  restricted,  or 
Response:  closed  to  resolve  conflicts,  provide  for  public  safety,  and  provide  for  orderly  oil  and  gas  operations. 

New  routes  associated  with  oil  and  gas  or  other  uses  will  be  designated  administrative  access  only, 
unless  specific  objectives  for  other  resources  (e.g.,  recreational  travel  routes  or  access  to  recreational 
areas)  are  present  that  warrant  other  designations  on  a  case-by-case  basis.  Impacts  to  roads  and  bridges 
would  be  addressed  in  Geographic  Area  Plans  as  part  of  the  permitting  process. 


Topic:  Transportation  and  Access 


Comment 

text: 


1 1)  No  attempt  is  made  to  estimate  costs  to  local,  state,  or  other  federal  agencies  or  institutions  to 
remedy  the  impacts  to  road  segments  and  intersections.  Sharing  of  such  costs  could  be  rightfully 
allocated  to  various  development  scenarios  on  the  NOSR. 


1 1)  The  updated  socioeconomic  analysis  in  Section  4.4.3  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  includes  a 
detailed  review  of  the  transportation  plans  for  Garfield  County  and  the  City  of  Rifle  and  the  potential 
Response:  impact  of  oil  and  gas  development  traffic  on  local  traffic  levels.  This  analysis  is  described  in  Sections 

3.4.4  and  4.4.4.  Also  see  Appendix  M  for  a  discussion  on  allocating  Federal  mineral  severance  funds  to 
local  governments  to  mitigate  potential  transportation  impacts. 


Topic:  Transportation  and  Access 

12)  There  is  no  definitive  explanation  of  ownership,  or  maintenance  responsibility,  for  key  road 
Comment  segments  in  the  EIS  (JQS  Trail,  Rim  Road).  The  County  recognizes  and  appreciates  that  the  BLM  has 
text:  initiated  discussions  of  this  set  of  issues,  and  will  assist  the  BLM  in  coming  to  closure  prior  to  entering 
into  final  alternative  discussions. 

12)  The  updated  socioeconomic  analysis  in  Section  4.4.3  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  includes  a 
detailed  review  of  the  transportation  plans  for  Garfield  County  and  the  City  of  Rifle  and  the  potential 
Response:  impact  of  oil  and  gas  development  traffic  on  local  traffic  levels.  This  analysis  is  described  in  Sections 

3.4.4  and  4.4.4.  BLM  would  assure  maintenance  of  the  BLM  roads.  Maintenance  of  County  roads 
would  be  left  to  the  appropriate  County. 


Topic:  Transportation  and  Access 


13)  Charts  and  graphs  relating  to  traffic  projections  and  narrative  should  be  sourced.  The  BLM  needs 
Comment  to  correct  narrative  on  page  4-181  where  the  20  year  projection  date  should  probably  read  "2023"  rather 
text:  than  "2003",  and  correct  assumptions  about  trip  generation  rates  in  Table  4-34  where  trips  estimated 
from  drilling  are  off  by  a  factor  of  10,  reducing  the  number  from  3,093  to  309. 


Response: 


13)  The  updated  socioeconomic  analysis  in  Section  4.4.3  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  corrects  the 
assumptions  made  in  previous  analysis  and  updates  the  information  with  latest  CDOT  data  and  data 
from  transportation  plans  for  Garfield  County  and  the  City  of  Rifle.  This  analysis  is  described  in 
Sections  3.4.4  and  4.4.4. 
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Topic:  Transportation  and  Access 

14)  The  County  supports  efforts  by  the  BLM  to  work  with  industry  and  private  property  owners  to 
Comment  develop  alternative  access  routes  that  are  sensitive  to  the  values  and  constraints  identified  in  the  EIS, 
text:  where  traffic  impacts  may  be  mitigated,  and  such  mitigation  strategies  as  busing,  carpooling  and 
seasonal  closures. 

14)  BLM  looks  forward  to  working  with  industry,  private  property  owners,  the  County,  and  other 
#  entities  (e.g.,  the  affected  towns)  in  developing  a  transportation  plan  under  the  selected  alternative. 

^  ’  This  would  occur  at  such  time  as  lessee(s)  of  currently  unleased  tracts,  areas  where  drilling  will  be 

initiated,  and  suitable  access  routes  have  been  identified. 


Topic:  Transportation  and  Access 

Comment  15)  The  County's  longstanding  position  on  the  JQS  trail  is  that  it  shall  remain  open,  but  that  it  not  be 
text:  upgraded  to  accommodate  anything  heavier  than  pick-up  truck  sized  traffic. 

15)  The  BLM  portion  of  the  JQS  Road  will  not  be  available  for  use  by  oil  and  gas  equipment  or 
<  vehicles  larger  than  a  pickup  truck — i.e.,  heavy  truck  traffic  or  long  loads  (see  Section  2.3,  Table  2-1). 
^  ‘  Management  of  the  County  road  section,  including  any  restrictions  that  may  be  placed  on  types  and 

levels  of  use,  will  remain  with  Garfield  County. 


Topic:  Transportation  and  Access 

16)  It  should  be  noted  that  any  upgrading  made  necessary  by  scenarios  within  the  EIS  that  cause 
Comment  additional  traffic  on  existing  access  points  on  County  Roads,  intersection  improvements,  construction 
text:  and  maintenance  of  new  roads,  and  enforcement  of  road  closures  and  uses,  should  be  the  responsibility 
of  the  BLM,  or  its  lessees,  unless  otherwise  negotiated. 

16)  Regarding  who  should  bear  the  costs  for  maintenance  of  County  roads  used  for  access  by  oil  and 
gas  companies,  BLM  would  be  pleased  to  participate  with  the  County  and  industry  in  developing  a 
Response:  formula  for  calculating,  and  a  system  for  allocating,  some  sort  of  user  fee  or  other  cost-sharing  method. 
BLM  returns  50  percent  of  the  royalties  to  the  State  of  Colorado  to  provide  for  local  infrastructure 
needs. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

17)  Garfield  County  supports  and  encourages  continuation  of  recreation  activities,  and  historic  cultural 
Comment  and  economic  utilization  of  the  NOSRs  and  suggests  any  alternative  chosen  respect  those  historic  uses 
text:  and  minimize  impacts  to  historic  grazing  practices  and  back  country  recreation  and  hunting  activity  that 
currently  exist  now  and  are  likely  to  be  developed  as  a  future  resource. 


Response: 


17)  BLM  believes  that  the  Proposed  Plan  would  maintain  the  historic  recreational,  cultural,  and 
economic  uses  of  the  NOSRs.  While  opening  the  BLM  lands  atop  the  plateau  to  oil  and  gas 
development  would  change  the  character  of  the  area,  BLM  also  believes  that  the  requirement  for  phased 
and  clustered  development,  combined  with  the  numerous  and  extensive  other  resource  protections, 
would  limit  the  impacts  overall  while  also  keeping  large  portions  relatively  untouched  at  any  given 
time. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  The  interests  of  private  land  owners,  both  where  there  are  in-holdings  and  lands  abutting,  need  to  be 
text-  &iven  t^le  highest  consideration.  Management  decisions  should  incorporate  their  future  desires  and 
’  result  in  mutually  beneficial  decision  making. 


Response: 


18)  While  it  is  not  possible  to  avoid  all  undesirable  future  consequences,  BLM  fully  intends  to  work 
with  private  property  owners  potentially  affected  by  management  actions  or  decision.  The  goal  is  to 
attaining  mutually  beneficial  outcomes  whenever  possible  and,  at  a  minimum,  to  ensure  that  adverse 
impacts  kept  to  the  lowest  practicable  level. 
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Topic:  General  Comment 

19)  Garfield  County  supports  and  endorses  the  current  management  efforts  by  BLM  to  promote  and 
enhance  the  unique  qualities  of  the  Roan  Plateau:  WSR  designation;  enhancement  of  native  fish 
Comment  populations;  management  of  stream  health,  grazing,  and  water  development  improvements;  ACECs; 
text:  incorporation  of  areas  with  Wilderness  Characteristics;  and  incorporation  of  Biological  Inventory 

findings  into  current  and  future  management  practices.  All  of  the  inventory  work  and  analysis,  in  all  of 
these  important  areas,  need  to  be  applied  as  "screens"  and  factored  in  any  final  alternative  analysis. 

19)  BLM  appreciates  the  County’s  comment.  Please  note,  however,  that  BLM  has  decided  not  to 
including  special  management  for  “areas  having  wilderness  character”  as  in  the  Preferred  Alternative. 
Response:  Nonetheless,  the  requirement  for  phased  and  clustered  development  under  the  Proposed  Plan,  combined 
with  numerous  and  extensive  other  protections,  is  expected  to  retain  most  or  all  of  the  wilderness  values 
in  large  portions  of  the  area  atop  the  plateau. 


Topic:  Special  Status  Plants  and  Significant  Plant  Communities 

Comment  20)  The  highest  levels  of  protection  should  be  applied  to  sensitive  areas  that  support  globally  rare  and 
text:  significant  plant  species  and  significant  associations  of  plants  and  habitat. 

20)  The  Proposed  Plan  will  manage  listed,  proposed,  or  candidate  threatened  or  endangered  species  to 
comply  with  the  provisions  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA).  The  plan  will  manage  special  status 
plants  and  BLM  recognized  significant  plant  communities  consistent  with  the  Colorado  Standards  for 
Response:  Public  Land  Health  and  with  BLM  policy  on  Special  Status  Species  Management  (BLM  Manual  6840), 
which  directs  BLM  to  prevent  the  need  for  listing  of  proposed,  candidate  and  sensitive  species  under 
the  ESA  and  improve  the  condition  of  special  status  species  and  their  habitats  to  a  point  where  their 
special  status  recognition  is  no  longer  warranted. 


Topic:  Recreation 

Comment  ^  Garfield  County  supports  further  intensive  focus  on  Hubbard  Mesa  as  a  SRMA.  We  recognize  that 
text-  Hubbard  Mesa  represents  a  troublesome  "Urban  Interface  Zone'  for  the  BLM,  where  increasing 
‘  urbanization  and  traffic  make  it  difficult  to  manage  an  area  for  traditional  land  values. 

21)  While  the  Proposed  Plan  does  not  designate  Hubbard  Mesa  as  an  SRMA,  it  would  manage  it  as  an 
#  OHV  riding  area  designated  “open”  (i.e.,  cross-country  travel  permitted).  The  entire  area  would  also 
P  *  have  an  SSR/CSU  stipulation  to  allow  BLM  to  better  regulate  locations  and/or  timing  of  ground- 
disturbing  activities  in  relation  to  impacts  on  recreational  use. 


Topic:  Visual  Resources 

22)  Garfield  County  affirms  its  longstanding  position  that  the  highest  possible  values  be  placed  on 
Comment  visual  protection  for  the  Roan  Cliffs,  and  foreground  intrusion  along  the  1-70  and  Highway  13 

text:  corridors,  and  where  possible  along  the  Rim  Road  on  top  of  the  Plateau,  should  any  activity  be  allowed 
there. 

22)  The  Proposed  Plan  will  allow  only  limited  changes  and  retain  the  visual  values  in  areas  with  high 
visual  sensitivity,  high  scenic  quality,  or  relevant  and  important  resource  values  to  maintain  a  natural 
#  appearing  landscape.  The  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  will  emphasize  protection  and/or  mitigation  for 
**  *  lands  that  receive  the  greatest  amount  of  public  viewing  within  the  1-70  viewshed.  All  developments, 

land  alterations,  and  vegetation  manipulations  within  the  1-70  viewshed  will  be  designed  to  limit  visual 
impacts. 


Topic:  Water  Resources 


Comment 

text: 


23)  The  highest  levels  of  protection  should  be  given  to  watershed  values  where  either  the  protection  of 
the  Cutthroat  Trout  populations  is  at  risk  or  the  Town  of  Parachute  water  supply  might  be  impacted  by 
any  action. 


Response:  23)  The  Proposed  Plan  will  meet  all  State  and  Federal  water  quality  standards  and  will  include 
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designation  of  two  stream-based  ACECs  and  the  Parachute  Creek  Watershed  Management  Area 
(WMA).  All  high-value  areas  for  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout — expanded  under  the  Proposed  Plan 
to  include  both  “high-risk”  and  “moderate-risk”  ecosystem  processes  as  well  as  occupied  or  potential 
stream  habitats — would  be  protected  by  and  NGD/NSO.  Similar  protections  would  result  from  the 
NGD/NSO  for  riparian/wetland  vegetation  and  the  SSR/CSU  for  riparian/wetland  buffers  and  the  entire 
WMA.  Please  refer  to  Tables  2-1,  2-2,  2-3,  and  C-l. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

24)  Garfield  County  supports  the  broad  concept  of  multiple  use,  and  suggests  that  values  are  both 
qualitative  and  quantitative  in  looking  at  options  for  the  utilization  of  any  public  land  or  resource.  The 
Comment  Preservati°n  °f  culture,  custom,  and  tradition,  and  the  recognition  of  both  existing  and  potential  future 
text-  uses’  nee^  t0  be  given  prominent  consideration  in  land  use  decisions.  As  a  result,  Garfield  County 
’  will  look  for  a  final  alternative  to  incorporate  traditional  outfitting  and  guiding,  hunting  and  fishing 
opportunities,  grazing,  informal  backcountry  non-motorized  utilization,  motorized  use  of  appropriate 
roads  and  trails,  seasonal  use  for  winter  sports,  and  appropriate  accommodation  for  recreational  events. 

24)  BLM  believes  that  the  Proposed  Plan,  with  its  requirement  for  phased  and  clustered  development 
atop  the  plateau,  combined  with  its  various  measures  to  protect  visually,  ecologically,  hydrologically, 
Response:  and  recreationally  sensitive  resources,  will  accomplish  what  Garfield  County  is  seeking.  Please  see 
Section  2.3,  Tables  2-1,  2-2,  and  2-3,  and  Tables  4-1  and  4-3  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  for 
summaries  of  how  the  Proposed  Plan  would  facilitate  the  attainment  of  these  desired  outcomes. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

25)  While  emergency  management  and  fire  issues  may  be  covered  in  individual  lease  stipulations,  the 
Comment  final  alternative  should  lay  the  groundwork  for  determining  the  range  and  extent  of  those  stipulations 
text:  and  responsibilities  for  the  BLM,  lessees,  and  other  agencies  to  prepare  for,  and  respond  to, 
emergencies  created  by  any  more  intensive  use  of  the  NOSRs. 

25)  The  Proposed  Plan  will  provide  appropriate  management  responses  based  on  a  Fire  Management 
Plan  and  Fire  Management  Zone  (FMZ)  classification  that  considers  firefighter  and  public  safety  and 
Response:  social,  economic,  and  environmental  values.  FMZs  for  the  Planning  Area  have  been  modified 

somewhat  to  reflect  a  decreased  desirability  for  wildland  fire  (whether  prescribed  or  allowed  to  bum) 
given  the  anticipated  increased  amount  of  oil  and  gas  development  under  the  Proposed  Plan. 


Topic:  Upland  Vegetation  and  RiparianAVetland  Areas 


Comment 

text: 


26)  Weed  control  measures  must  be  given  the  highest  consideration  for  any  alternative  that  allows 
further  intrusion  into  the  NOSR.  Garfield  County  urges  that  such  a  weed  control  plan  include,  but  not 
be  limited  to,  regular  road  and  shoulder  maintenance  on  all  BLM  roads  and  access  roads  to  be 
permitted,  well  pad  area  maintenance  provisions,  vehicle  treatments,  reclamation  and  restoration 
stipulations  and  ongoing  monitoring  and  enforcement. 


26)  The  Proposed  Plan  will  emphasize  prevention,  inventory,  detection,  and  monitoring  and  project 
#  actions  as  part  of  an  integrated  weed  management  program  (which  includes  mechanical,  biological,  and 
P  '  chemical  control  techniques).  The  Proposed  Plan  will  promote  natural  processes  and  healthy  native 
plant  communities  to  deter  noxious  weeds.  And  finally,  the  plan  will  expand  public  education  efforts. 


City  of  Glenwood  Springs 
Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  ^  ^ity  ^ounc^  did  not  a8ree  on  supporting  a  specific  alternative  but  voted  to  oppose  any  drilling,  now 
text*  °r  *n  ^uture’  on  t0P  the  Plateau-  Council  does  not  oppose  extraction  below  the  cliffs.  Council 
*  requests  being  added  to  the  group  of  Cooperating  Agencies. 

1 )  BLM  is  pleased  to  add  the  City  of  Glenwood  Springs  City  Council  as  a  Cooperating  Agency. 
Response:  Regarding  drilling  on  top,  it  is  BLM’s  position  that  the  Transfer  Act  requires  making  that  area  available 
for  oil  and  gas  leasing  and  development,  subject  to  multiple  use  concepts  under  FLPMA  and  BLM 
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policies  and  to  appropriate  levels  of  resource  protection.  However,  BLM  believes  that  the  Proposed 
Plan  would  provide  ample  protection  of  sensitive  ecological,  hydrological,  and  recreational  resource 
values.  Specifically,  the  Proposed  Plan  includes  a  requirement  of  phased  and  clustered  development 
atop  the  plateau,  extensive  areas  of  NGD/NSO  and  SSR/CSU  restrictions,  designation  of  four  ACECs 
and  the  Parachute  Creek  Watershed  Management  Area,  restriction  of  motorized  and  mechanized  travel 
to  designated  routes  (except  over-snow  travel  by  snowmobile),  more  comprehensive  weed  control  and 
range  improvement  actions,  and  performance-based  reclamation. 


City  of  Rifle 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 


Comment 

text: 


1)  The  City  of  Rifle  requests  that  the  plan  be  updated  to  clearly  indicate  all  available  types  of  potential 
NSOs,  specific  to  the  resources  they  would  apply  to,  and  where  those  NSOs  are  anticipated  to  occur 
under  the  various  proposed  alternatives. 


Response: 


1)  The  location  of  each  of  the  NGD/NSO  areas  under  the  Proposed  Plan  is  provided  in  Appendix  C  of 
the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS.  These  are  also  listed,  by  resource,  in  Table  C-l. 


Topic:  Recreation 


Comment 

text: 


2)  The  City  of  Rifle  requests  that  the  plan  should  be  adjusted  to  more  accurately  reflect  anticipated 
recreational  opportunities  while  recognizing  that  activity  on  private  land  is  likely  to  evolve  and  changes 
will  affect  recreational  opportunities  within  public  lands. 


2)  The  Proposed  Plan  designates  no  Special  Recreation  Management  Areas.  Instead,  the  Planning  Area 
#  will  be  managed  as  part  of  Glenwood  Springs  Extensive  Recreation  Management  Area.  An  OHV  open 
^  *  riding  area  will  be  managed  on  Hubbard  Mesa,  with  a  SSR/CSU  restriction.  Route  closures, 

realignment,  and  signage  will  be  used  as  needed  to  protect  adjacent  private  property. 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 

Comment  3)  The  City  of  Rifle  requests  that  the  plan  calculate  and  present  impacts  to  current  mule  deer  population 
text:  levels  as  well  as  the  desired  population  levels  for  GMU32. 


Response: 


3)  The  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  includes  an  expanded  discussion  of  impacts  to  mule  deer,  as  well  as 
information  on  desired  population  levels  in  Game  Management  Unit  32  (Section  4.3.2), 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  ^  The  City  of  Rifle  requests  that  further  analysis  be  conducted  and  presented  with  the  assumption  that 
text"  Pr*vate  lanc*s  surrounding  public  lands  will  develop  differently  in  response  to  different  levels  of  land 
'  use  regulations  and  management  on  BLM  land. 

4)  As  stated  at  multiple  places  in  Chapter  4  of  the  Draft  (and  Final)  RMPA/EIS — i.e.,  in  sections 
Response:  discussing  cumulative  impacts — the  impact  analyses  included  the  assumption  that  development  on 
private  lands  will  not  include  the  same  levels  of  protection  as  on  Federal  lands. 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 

Comment  ^  The  City  of  Rifle  requests  that  Timing  Limitation  alternatives  also  include  a  limitation  that  would 
text*  more  accurately  reflect  when  big  game  populations  would  potentially  be  forced  to  migrate  into  winter 
'  range  areas.  Timing  Limitations  in  winter  range  areas  should  apply  to  all  activity,  not  just  oil  and  gas. 

5)  The  dates  for  the  big  game  winter  range  TL  were  established  by  the  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife 

„  and  are  meant  to  reasonably  include  the  entire  season  of  critical  use.  Under  the  Proposed  Plan,  the  TLs 

Response* 

p  *  would  apply  to  all  major  sources  of  disturbance,  such  as  construction  for  purposes  other  than  oil  and 
gas  (e.g.,  a  communications  tower,  a  new  stock  pond,  etc.). 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  6)  The  City  of  Rifle  asserts  that  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  should  place  an  emphasis  on  the  distinction  of 
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text:  public  versus  private  land  within  the  Planning  Area  or  should  refine  the  Planning  Area  to  only  include 
public  lands. 


Response: 


6)  BLM  recognizes  that  including  private  land  within  the  Planning  Area  may  create  some  confusion  but 
believes  that  failure  to  include  these  adjacent  and  commingled  lands  would  have  created  greater  issues 
for  planning.  While  BLM  does  not  manage  private  lands  (except  as  pertains  to  development  of 
underlying  Federal  minerals),  many  of  the  access  roads  and  surface  facilities  associated  with  oil  and  gas 
development  on  Federal  lands  are  also  used  for  development  on  the  private  lands.  Therefore,  BLM 
concluded,  and  continues  to  believe,  that  the  distinct  geographic  boundaries  represented  by  the 
creeks/rivers  and  major  roads  on  the  east,  south,  and  west,  and  by  the  drainage  divide  atop  the  plateau 
(Parachute  Creek  versus  Piceance  Creek)  are  appropriate.  Nonetheless,  BLM  understands  the 
underlying  sensitivity  and  has  attempted  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  to  clarify  some  text  where  this 
point  may  have  been  confusing. 


Topic:  Other  Minerals 

7)  The  City  of  Rifle  feels  that  the  issue  of  oil  shale  development  is  needed  in  the  planning  document. 
Comment  Please  include  an  analysis  of  the  effects  that  the  oil  shale  and  natural  gas  industries  may  have  on  each 
text:  other  and  how  both  may  be  accommodated  within  the  Planning  Area  if  the  oil  shale  industry  is 
introduced  during  the  life  of  this  plan. 

7)  BLM  continues  to  believe  that  oil  shale  development  during  the  20-year  planning  period  is  very 
unlikely.  This  is  reinforced  by  recent  research  proposals,  none  of  which  was  for  the  Planning  Area.  If, 
or  when,  oil  shale  development  occurs  in  the  Planning  Area,  a  separate  NEPA  analysis  and 
documentation  would  be  required,  based  on  the  specific  proposal  (location,  technology,  etc.).  In  the 
Response:  meantime,  BLM  will  require  that  oil  and  gas  development  on  top  of  the  plateau  (i.e.,  overlying  the  oil 
shale  resource  in  the  Planning  Area)  employ  vertical  wells  to  a  depth  below  the  oil  shale  resource 
before  diverging  diagonally.  With  a  minimum  of  0.5  mile  of  separation  between  pads  under  the 
Proposed  Plan,  this  would  represent  minor  and  surmountable  interference  with  future  oil  shale 
development. 


Topic:  Socioeconomics 

Comment  8)  The  City  of  Rifle  requests  that  the  amount  of  local  economic  benefits  generated  by  activity  within  the 
text:  Planning  Area  be  clarified,  preferably  with  data  more  recent  than  1995. 


Response: 


8)  The  updated  socioeconomic  analysis  in  Section  4.4.3  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  uses  the  most 
recent  data  available  (generally  2003  or  later)  for  the  analysis. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  ^  ^he  of  Rifle  requests  that  analyses  of  impacts  (in  terms  of  natural  gas  development)  be  based  on 
the  actual  total  potential  for  impact,  discounting  restrictive  assumptions.  The  absolute  range  of 
*  potential  impacts,  regardless  of  assumptions,  should  be  included  in  the  planning  document. 

9)  Since  unconstrained  development  is  not  reasonable  or  realistic,  given  the  mandates  of  FLPMA,  other 
Response:  Federal  laws,  and  BLM  policies  regarding  multiple-use  management,  BLM  believes  that  speculative 
conclusions  about  impacts  associated  with  unconstrained  development  would  be  inappropriate. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

10)  The  City  of  Rifle  believes  that  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  is  deficient  in  that  it  does  not  consider  or 
Comment  analyze  drilling  at  surface  spacing  greater  that  20  to  40  acres.  In  order  to  better  analyze  a  sufficient 
text:  scope  of  development  opportunities  and  potential  impacts,  please  include  an  analysis  of  potential 
impacts  to  all  resources  while  considering  surface  spacing  of  160  acres  and  640  acres. 

10)  BLM  believes  that  the  Proposed  Plan  represents  a  high  degree  of  environmental  protection  while 
_  allowing  recovery  of  a  reasonable  amount  of  the  underlying  natural  gas  resource.  Specifically,  the 
^  *  Proposed  Plan  would  require  phased  and  clustered  development  on  top  of  the  plateau,  with  a  focus  on 

developing  along  ridgetops  and  out  of  the  environmentally  more  sensitive  stream  valleys.  Through  a 
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reliance  on  directional  drilling,  up  to  seventeen  wells  would  be  collocated  on  a  single  pad,  with  a 
minimum  distance  of  0.5  mile  between  pads.  Compared  to  the  No  Action  alternative — which  would 
allow  some  drilling  on  top  in  areas  not  included  within  the  transferred  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserves — the 
Proposed  Plan  is  assumed  to  result  in  only  six  more  well  pads  (thirteen  versus  seven)  but  200  more 
wells.  The  effect  would  be  much  greater  gas  production  but  with  a  relatively  modest  increase  in 
environmental  impacts.  Additionally,  the  Proposed  Plan  incorporates  a  number  of  special  management 
designations  and  protective  restrictions  previously  limited  to  the  environmentally  most  protective 
alternative. 


Topic:  General  Comment 


1 1)  The  City  of  Rifle  requests  that  traffic  impacts  to  roadways  in  surrounding  jurisdictions  that  may 
Comment  result  from  BLM  land  use  plan  decisions  be  evaluated  in  terms  of  type  and  level  of  traffic,  degradation 
text:  in  levels  of  service,  public  safety  in  crossing  areas  near  schools,  and  average  daily  traffic  numbers.  The 
final  edition  of  the  RMPA/EIS  should  incorporate  a  thorough  analysis  of  these  impacts. 


Response: 


1 1)  The  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  includes  additional  information  on  transportation  impacts.  However, 
given  the  unavoidable  uncertainties  about  exactly  where,  in  what  manner,  at  what  pace,  and  by  what 
access  routes  future  oil  and  gas  development  will  occur,  BLM  believes  that  detailed  quantitative 
analysis  of  the  type  indicated  in  the  comment  is  not  practicable. 


6.3.2.4  Other  Governmental  Entities 


U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior  -  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 


Topic:  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 


Comment  1)  Alternative  II  provides  the  highest  level  of  ecological  protection.  All  four  ACECs  should  be 
text:  incorporated  into  the  final  alternative. 

1)  While  BLM  identified  Alternative  II  as  the  environmentally  most  protective  alternative  in  the  Draft 
RMPA/EIS,  please  note  that  the  Proposed  Plan  of  the  Final  would  result  in  fewer  pads,  fewer  miles  of 
access  roads,  and  fewer  total  acres  of  surface  disturbance  than  any  of  the  alternatives  analyzed 
previously,  including  No  Action  and  Alternative  II.  Additionally,  the  Proposed  Plan  would  incorporate 
all  four  of  the  ACECs  (although  with  somewhat  reduced  total  area)  and  establish  the  Parachute  Creek 
WMA  for  the  entire  upper  plateau.  While  the  four  ACECs  would  occupy  a  somewhat  smaller  area  than 
F  *  under  Alternative  II,  the  basis  of  this  revision  was  a  more  refined  analysis  by  BLM  of  specific  areas 

containing  the  relevant  and  important  values  for  each  ACEC.  Thus,  a  comparable  level  of  management 
emphasis  on,  and  protection  of,  those  values  would  also  apply  despite  the  smaller  area.  Perhaps  most 
importantly,  the  requirement  for  phased  and  clustered  development  atop  the  plateau  under  the  Proposed 
Plan  would  limit  well  pads  to  a  minimum  spacing  of  0.5  mile  (one  per  160  acres)  and  limit  development 
to  one  specific  area  at  any  one  time. 


Topic:  Special  Status  Plants  and  Significant  Plant  Communities 


Comment 

text: 


2)  Known  locations  of  listed,  proposed,  and  candidate  threatened/endangered  plants  should  be 
inventoried  every  3  years  and  the  results  reported  to  USFWS.  A  monitoring  plan  methodology  should 
be  included  in  the  RMP. 


2)  Known  locations  of  these  plots  are  monitored  annually  by  BLM  (Section  3.3.3  in  the  Proposed 
Response:  plan/Final  EIS) 


Topic:  Special  Status  Plants  and  Significant  Plant  Communities 

Comment  ^  ^  areas  geologically  suitable  for  the  DeBeque  phacelia  should  be  assumed  to  contain  this  plant 

text.  until  a  survey  has  been  conducted.  The  species  is  an  ephemeral  annual  and  does  not  flower  in  very  dry 
’  years. 


Response: 


3)  The  Proposed  Plan  comprises  a  number  of  protective  surface-use  restrictions  specific  to  special  status 
plants  and  significant  plant  communities.  These  restrictions  are  listed  in  Table  2-1  and  detailed  in 
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Table  C-l.  These  include  an  NGD/NSO  for  known  occupied  habitat  of  the  two  candidate  species, 
DeBeque  phacelia  and  Parachute  penstemon.  Occurrence  of  the  DeBeque  phacelia  is  dependent  several 
factors  in  addition  to  soil  type  and  geology. 


Topic:  Special  Status  Fish  and  Wildlife 

Comment  ^  The  ^~MP  sh°uld  specify  no  loss  of  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout  habitat  in  areas  of  moderate-risk 
habitat  (NGD/NSO-5)  and  no  ground-disturbing  activities  with  a  duration  longer  than  2  years  in  areas 
CX  '  of  high  value  watershed  processes  (NGC/NSO-6). 


Response: 


4)  The  NGD/NSO  restrictions  under  the  Proposed  Plan  specifically  prohibit  long-term  ground- 
disturbing  activities  (i.e.,  with  a  duration  lasting  longer  than  2  years)  in  these  areas.  Any  temporary 
disturbances  in  these  areas  would  be  allowed  only  if  not  a  risk  to  the  trout  or  their  habitat.  The 
Proposed  Plan  also  establishes  SSR/CSU  restrictions  for  the  entire  Parachute  Creek  WMA,  which 
allows  BLM  to  manage  activities  in  portions  of  the  watershed  besides  those  supporting  the  trout  (e.g., 
upslope  and  upstream  areas).  Additionally,  note  that  the  areas  of  “high-risk”  and  “moderate-risk” 
watershed  processes  have  been  combined  into  a  “high-value”  category  to  be  protected  with  an 


NGD/NSO. 


Topic:  Special  Status  Fish  and  Wildlife 

Comment  5)  BLM  must  incorporate  changes  in  grazing  management  to  protect  and  help  restore  Colorado  River 
text:  cutthroat  trout  habitat. 


Response: 


5)  Varying  levels  of  protection  of  natural  resources,  as  related  to  livestock  grazing,  are  incorporated 
into  the  range  of  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  Protection  and  restoration  of  Colorado 
River  cutthroat  trout  habitat  is  a  stated  goal  of  the  Proposed  Plan  and  is  specifically  addressed  in 
Grazing  and  Rangeland  Management  actions  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1) 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  ^  °il  and  gas  reserve  and  permanent  pits  must  be  netted  to  exclude  birds,  enclosed  within  an  8-foot- 

texC  fence  to  exclude  ungulates,  enclosed  within  a  2-foot  solid  barrier  buried  6  inches  into  the  soil  to 
’  exclude  small  mammals  and  reptiles,  and  lined  to  prevent  infiltration  to  groundwater. 

6)  If  the  need  for,  or  efficacy  of,  any  such  measures  can  be  demonstrated  with  regard  to  a  special  status 
Response:  species,  BLM  can  require  their  implementation  during  the  permitting  process  in  conjunction  with 
project-specific  or  site-specific  plans. 


Topic:  Special  Status  Plants  and  Significant  Plant  Communities 

7)  BLM  should  maintain  the  current  oil  shale  withdrawal  in  occupied  habitat  of  Parachute  penstemon. 
Comment  avoid  land  disposals  or  exchanges  of  lands  containing  suitable  habitat  for  this  and  other  special  status 
text:  species  until  a  survey  has  been  conducted  and  accepted  by  USFWS,  and  not  allow  communication  or 
other  facilities  in  areas  of  occupied  habitat. 

7)  The  Proposed  Plan  includes  an  NGD/NSR  restriction  for  occupied  Parachute  penstemon  habitat.  Use 

_  authorizations  would  be  required  to  meet  this  restriction,  including  communication  or  other  facilities. 

Response! 

y  'No  land  exchanges  or  disposals  would  occur  within  proposed  ACECs,  which  contain  much  of  the 
potential  habitat  for  special  status  plant  species. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  8)  USFWS  supports  limiting  surface  spacing  to  160  acres  and  requiring  a  Geographic  Area  Plan  for  the 
text:  final  alternative. 

8)  The  Proposed  Plan  would  require  phased  and  clustered  development  on  top  of  the  plateau,  with  a 
t  focus  on  developing  along  ridgetops  and  out  of  the  environmentally  more  sensitive  stream  valleys. 

^  *  Through  a  reliance  on  directional  drilling,  up  to  seventeen  wells  would  be  collocated  on  a  single  pad, 

with  a  minimum  distance  of  0.5  mile  between  pads.  A  goal  of  160  acre  spacing  below  the  rim  is  also 
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included  in  the  Proposed  Plan  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1).  The  phased  development  areas  on  top  of  the 
Plateau  under  the  Proposed  Plan  are  illustrated  in  Figure  2-1. 


Topic:  Special  Status  Plants  and  Significant  Plant  Communities 

Comment  ^  USFWS  supports  no-lease  for  the  Anvil  Points  Mine  area  where  Parachute  penstemon  is  found.  The 
text’  ^erv^ce  a^s0  suPPorts  NGD/NSO  stipulations  and  no  entry  for  other  minerals  in  areas  that  support 
*  special  status  plants. 

9)  The  Proposed  Plan  includes  NGD/NSR  restrictions  for  occupied  Parachute  penstemon,  and  all  other 
Response:  special  status  plant  species  habitat.  All  use  authorizations  would  be  required  to  meet  these  restrictions 
(Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1). 


Topic:  Special  Status  Plants  and  Significant  Plant  Communities 

Comment  ^  USFWS  supports  the  management  prescriptions  presented  for  the  Anvil  Points  ACEC.  All 

text*  reveSetart°n  Pr°jects  should  require  a  site-specific  plan  in  areas  of  special  status  species,  with  the  goal 
’  of  not  introducing  competitive  species. 


10)  Under  the  Proposed  Plan,  all  revegetation  efforts  will  be  implemented  using  described  reclamation 
<  standards  (Appendix  I)  and  will  be  subject  to  regular  monitoring  against  defined  success  criteria 
^  '  (Appendix  J).  In  addition,  controlling  introduction  and  spread  of  noxious  and  other  undesirable 

vegetation  species  is  a  stated  goal  of  the  Proposed  Plan  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1). 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment 


text: 


1 1)  Each  ACEC  should  have  a  plan  of  how  the  resources  within  the  ACEC  will  be  protected. 


Response:  1 1)  Table  2-2  of  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  presents  this  information. 


Topic:  Special  Status  Fish  and  Wildlife 

Comment  12)  Provide  a  citation  for  the  importance  of  "well-developed  riparian  vegetation"  to  Colorado  River 
text:  endangered  fishes.  Historically,  these  species  required  bare  gravel  bars. 

12)  The  statement  was  not  aimed  at  the  issue  of  cobble  bars  and  shallows  used  for  spawning,  but  at 
overbank  areas  that  provide  a  buffer  from  inflow  of  pollutants.  Since  scouring  flows  have  been  reduced 
Response:  by  the  construction  of  reservoirs  on  the  Colorado  River  and  its  tributaries,  accumulation  of  sediments  in 
these  overbank  areas  is  more  of  an  issue  than  was  historically  the  case.  To  avoid  confusion,  the 
statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 


Topic:  Special  Status  Fish  and  Wildlife 

13)  The  RMP  should  discuss  the  "Colorado  River  Cutthroat  Trout  Conservation  Agreement  and 
Comment  Conservation  Strategy"  to  which  BLM  is  a  signatory  and  describe  the  actions  that  BLM  has  committed 
text:  to  undertake  under  that  agreement.  Additionally,  BLM  should  review  and  incorporate  into  the  RMP  the 
measures  identified  in  the  programmatic  biological  assessment  for  RMPs. 

Response:  13)  Additional  language  has  been  incorporated  into  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 


Topic:  Special  Status  Fish  and  Wildlife 

Comment  14)  The  RMP  should  describe  current  habitat  conditions  for  all  streams  containing  Colorado  River 
text:  cutthroat  trout,  including  habitats  degraded  by  overgrazing. 

14)  Section  3.3. 1.2  of  both  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  describe  the  current 
Response:  condition  and  trend  of  riparian  habitat  as  of  the  most  recent  Land  Health  and  PFC  Assessments.  For 
reaches  not  attaining  PFC,  causal  factors  are  identified  and  described. 


Topic:  Special  Status  Fish  and  Wildlife 
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Comment 

text: 

Response: 


Topic: 

Comment 

text: 


Response: 


Topic: 

Comment 

text: 

Response: 

U.S.  EPA, 
Topic: 


Comment 

text: 


Response: 
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15)  BLM  should  revise  the  language  regarding  depletions  and  provide  depletion  estimates  for  activities 
under  each  alternative.  Depletions  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin  require  Section  7  (of  the  Endangered 
Species  Act)  consultation  with  the  Service. 

15)  BLM  does  not  anticipate  depletions  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin  to  cause  permanent  effects  because 
depletions  are  expected  to  be  small  and  ephemeral.  The  Proposed  Plan/Final  E1S  provides  an  estimate 
of  the  depletions  associated  with  future  oil  and  gas  development  on  BLM  lands  under  the  Proposed 
Plan. 


General  Comment 

16)  USFWS  recommends  no  exceptions  to  the  NGD/NSO  surface  use  stipulations. 

16)  BLM  has  concluded  that  it  cannot  reasonably  preclude  granting  of  exceptions  to  NGD/NSO  or 
other  restrictive  stipulations  if  the  proponent  can  demonstrate  that  the  exception  would  not  cause  injury 
to  the  resource  being  protected  by  the  stipulation.  However,  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  attempts  to 
clarify  this  point  by  incorporating  situations  under  which  an  NGD/NSO  might  not  apply.  In  such  a 
situation,  a  decision  by  BLM  not  to  require  application  of  the  NGD/NSO  on  a  site-specific  or  project- 
specific  basis  would  require  documentation  that  the  resource  value  being  protected  by  the  stipulation 
would  not  be  adversely  affected. 


Upland  Vegetation  and  Riparian/Wetland  Areas 

17)  BLM  should  require  that  topsoil  be  salvaged,  stored,  and  replaced  separately  in  areas  of  temporary 
disturbance  to  improve  reclamation  success  by  preserving  the  seedbank  and  facilitating  mycorrhyizal 
activity. 

1 7)  Requirements  for  topsoil  salvage  and  direct-haul/placement  or  storage  are  specifically  addressed  in 
the  Proposed  Plan  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  (Appendix  I  -  BMPs  and  Standard  Reclamation 
Practices). 

Region  8 

Climate  and  Air  Quality 

1)  Visibility.  Table  4-10  shows  cumulative  visibility  impacts  and  combines  results  of  screening 
analyses  with  results  of  refined  analysis.  BLM  conducted  a  refined  analysis  in  cases  where  the 
screening  analysis  showed  impacts.  Section  4. 2. 5. 7  explains  that  the  visibility  analysis  showed  no 
reduction  in  visibility  at  Class  I  areas  due  to  BLM  sources  alone.  The  technical  support  document 
supports  this  statement;  however,  in  some  Class  I  or  sensitive  Class  II  areas,  days  of  cumulative 
visibility  impact  greater  than  1.0  deciview  (dv)  resulted  when  emissions  from  BLM  sources  were  added 
to  those  of  the  inventory  sources.  In  these  cases,  the  potential  impact  of  the  BLM  sources  tipped  the 
balance  and  caused  potential  cumulative  impacts  to  exceed  1 .0  dv.  As  shown  in  table  5-65  of  the 
technical  support  document,  this  occurred  on  one  modeled  day  at  Black  Canyon  of  the  Gunnison 
National  Park  (Class  I),  one  day  at  the  West  Elk  Wilderness  (Class  I),  and  one  day  at  Colorado  National 
Monument  (Class  II).  (Additional  days  of  reduced  visibility  were  modeled  for  sources  in  the  Vernal 
planning  area.)  The  refined  analysis  for  the  West  Elk  Class  I  area  showed  no  days  of  impact  exceeding 
1.0  dv;  however,  one  day  with  impact  over  1.0  dv  remained  after  the  refined  analysis  for  the  Black 
Canyon  Class  I  area.  It  is  not  possible  to  determine  from  information  in  the  DEIS  or  the  Technical 
Support  Document  the  extent  to  which  BLM  sources  contributed  to  this  remaining  day  or  reduced 
visibility.  (Class  II  areas  did  not  receive  the  refined  analysis;  consequently  it  is  not  possible  to 
determine  whether  BLM  sources  would  have  contributed  marginally  to  any  remaining  days  with  impact 
over  1 .0  dv  in  those  areas.)  We  recommend  conducting  a  refined  analysis  at  least  for  the  Colorado 
National  Monument. 

1)  In  the  screening  visibility  analysis  for  the  Black  Canyon  of  the  Gunnison,  Roan  Plateau  sources 
contributed  7.04%  to  visibility  reduction  under  the  maximum  development  alternative,  while  inventory 
sources  contributed  22.06%.  For  the  Colorado  National  Monument,  BLM  sources  contributed  3.15%  to 
the  modeled  maximum  screening  visibility  of  24.19%  for  the  maximum  development  alternative.  BLM 
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will  provide  a  refined  visibility  analysis  for  the  Class  II  Colorado  National  Monument  in  the  FEIS,  with 
the  understanding  that  Class  II  areas  do  not  have  any  legal  protection  for  visibility. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  ^  orc*er  t0  consider  all  alternatives,  BLM  should  consider  an  alternative  that  would  provide 

leasing  for  oil  and  gas  development  on  the  base  area  (NOSR  3)  and  no  leasing  on  the  top  of  the  plateau 
text:  (NOSR  1). 

2)  BLM  realizes  that  this  would  have  been  one  of  many  potential  other  alternatives  that  could  have 
been  analyzed.  The  impacts  probably  would  have  been  intermediate  between  No  Action  and  one  of  the 
other  alternatives,  depending  on  the  amount  of  drilling  allowed  on  new  leases  below  the  rim.  However, 
since  much  of  the  portion  of  the  NOSRs  below  the  rim  is  already  under  lease,  the  difference  between 
Response:  the  EPA  scenario  and  the  No  Action  alternative  could  be  slight.  The  Proposed  Plan  developed  during 
the  Consultation  and  Coordination  process  following  publication  of  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  is  also 
intermediate,  because  the  approach  of  phased  and  clustered  development  under  a  non-contracting 
Federal  Unit  would  substantially  limit  the  amount  of  development  on  top  compared  to  the  other 
alternatives  (except  No  Action). 


Topic:  Transportation  and  Access 

3)  Under  current  management  of  the  Roan  Plateau,  access  to  the  top  is  essentially  closed  during  the 
winter  months.  Improved  access  to  the  top  for  oil  and  gas  activities  will  potentially  allow  year-round 
Comment  access.  Although  for  recreational  activities,  this  could  be  considered  a  benefit,  increased  access  during 
text:  the  winter  could  mean  additional  stress  for  wildlife.  This  change  has  not  been  analyzed  and  discussed 
in  the  wildlife  section  of  the  DEIS.  BLM  may  wish  to  consult  with  the  USFW  and/or  the  Colorado  Fish 
and  Game  Department  (sic)  on  this  issue. 

3)  The  proposed  transportation  and  travel  management  action  for  the  Proposed  Plan  will  stipulate  that 
travel  in  areas  affected  by  oil  and  gas  development,  or  other  uses,  may  be  limited,  restricted,  or  closed 
.  to  resolve  conflicts,  provide  for  public  safety,  and  provide  for  orderly  oil  and  gas  operations.  New 
^  ’  routes  associated  with  oil  and  gas  or  other  uses  will  be  designated  administrative  access  only,  unless 

specific  objectives  for  other  resources  (e.g.,  recreational  travel  routes  or  access  to  recreational  sites)  are 
present  that  warrant  other  designations  on  a  case-by-case  basis. 


Topic:  Recreation 

4)  During  other  periods,  access  improvements  may  also  encourage  additional  visitor  and  recreational 
Comment  interest  in  the  plateau.  Further  analysis  in  the  FEIS  should  focus  on  what  the  potential  increase  in 
text:  activity  would  entail.  Please  consider  additional  hunting,  OHV,  backpacking,  mountain  biking,  and 
equestrian  uses  that  may  be  increased  by  improved  access. 

4)  The  transportation  and  travel  management  action  also  provides  for  non-motorized,  mechanized,  and 
Response:  motorized  travel  as  opportunities  allow,  while  limiting  off-road  vehicle  use  to  minimize  habitat  loss  or 
fragmentation. 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 

5)  The  land  that  surrounds  the  base  of  the  plateau,  federal  and  private,  is  considered  critical  habitat  for 
Comment  mule  deer.  Continued  development  of  federal  and  private  land  will  further  reduce  the  area  available  for 
text:  mule  deer.  BLM  should  incorporate  Colorado  Fish  and  Game  mule  deer  management  and  population 
goals  for  the  area. 

Response:  5)  BLM  works  with  the  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  on  a  continuing  basis. 


Topic:  Areas  Managed  to  Protect  Wilderness  Character  or  Specific  Wilderness  Values 


Comment 

text: 


6)  Although  BLM  asserts  that  it  cannot  designate  new  Wilderness  Study  Areas  (WSAs),  under  FLPMA 
Section  603,  BLM  acknowledges  the  authority  to  protect  natural  values  on  public  lands,  including  the 
management  authority  to  protect  lands  in  a  manner  which  maintains  their  wilderness  characteristics. 
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BLM  should  also  consider  management  actions  such  as  no  mineral  leasing  decisions  or  the  use  of  NSO 
stipulations  to  preserve  these  values.  Therefore,  EPA  encourages  BLM  to  protect  all  lands  that  have 
been  inventoried  and  shown  to  contain  wilderness  values.  The  wilderness  inventories  conducted  by 
BLM  in  1998,  1999,  and  2000,  determined  that  21,382  acres  met  the  necessary  standards  for  wilderness 
characteristics.  The  preferred  alternative  proposes  to  protect  only  9,006  acres  of  the  qualifying  21,382 
acres. 

6)  Under  the  Proposed  Plan,  no  areas  will  be  managed  specifically  to  maintain  roadlessness  and 

„  naturalness.  However,  numerous  and  extensive  protections  for  various  resources,  in  combination  with 

Response:  1 

K  '  the  phased  and  clustered  development  approach  for  the  area  atop  the  plateau,  are  expected  to  maintain 

some  wilderness  characteristics  in  substantial  portions  of  the  Planning  Area. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 


Comment 

text: 


7)  As  BLM  points  out  with  the  NSO  stipulations  for  the  9,006  acres,  this  approach  would  not  preclude 
leasing  and  production  of  the  associated  mineral  estate.  If  leasing  is  ultimately  considered  for  areas  on 
top  of  the  plateau,  BLM  could  determine  at  that  time  if  the  NSO  stipulation  is  still  necessary  to  protect 
these  areas  or  a  waiver  could  be  considered,  if  absolutely  necessary,  and  with  special  conditions 
requiring  a  reduced  footprint.  In  addition,  prior  to  future  leasing  on  the  plateau,  new  drilling 
technologies  may  be  developed  to  enable  construction  and  production  without  any  surface  disturbance 
within  these  areas.  The  DEIS  should  at  least  provide  an  analysis  that  would  determine  how  much  of  the 
fluid  minerals  within  the  21,382  acres  with  wilderness  characteristics  could  be  developed  with  current 
directional  drilling  technologies  including  additional  costs  to  develop  the  resource. 


7)  The  Proposed  Plan  incorporates  a  concept  of  phased  and  clustered  development  atop  the  plateau  as 
recommended  by  CDNR  during  the  Consultation  and  Coordination  process  (see  Section  2.3).  This  uses 
clustering  of  up  to  seventeen  wells  per  pad,  with  10-acre  downhole  spacing  and  a  minimum  of  0.5  mile 
Response:  between  pads.  Also,  drilling  would  be  limited  to  only  one  area  at  a  time.  The  number  of  pads  and 
miles  of  new  or  upgraded  access  roads  under  the  Proposed  Plan  would  be  lower  than  any  of  the 
previous  alternatives,  including  Alternative  I  (No  Action),  while  accommodating  a  reasonable  amount 
of  natural  gas  recovery. 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 

8)  Sediment.  The  DEIS  states  that  closing  the  top  of  the  plateau  to  open  motorized  travel  per  the 
preferred  alternative  will  result  in  a  benefit  to  aquatic  life,  especially  to  the  Colorado  River  Cutthroat 
Comment  Trout.  However,  the  preferred  alternative  will  allow  an  increase  in  roads  and  well  pads  to  develop  gas 
text:  resources.  The  DEIS  indicates  that  this  could  impact  sedimentation  and  aquatic  life.  EPA  suggests  that 
BLM  provide  best  management  practices  that  would  reduce  impacts  from  building,  using,  and 
maintaining  gas  industry  roads. 

8)  The  Draft  RMPA/EIS  did  not  suggest  that  the  restriction  of  motorized  travel  to  designated  routes 
would  offset  other,  negative  impacts  but  merely  that  it  would  be  beneficial  in  an  of  itself.  Regarding 
BMPs,  the  Proposed  Plan  includes  various  BMPs  and  mitigation  measures  to  protect  water  quality  and 
aquatic  life  as  well  as  other  resources  (see  Appendix  I  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS).  Note  also  that 
Response:  the  Proposed  Plan,  with  its  requirement  for  phased  and  clustered  development  atop  the  plateau, 

emphasis  on  ridgetop  development,  and  multiple  additional  restrictions  on  ground-disturbing  activities 
would  result  in  less  total  long-term  ground-disturbing  activities  from  pads,  roads,  and  associated 
sources  that  any  of  the  previous  alternatives  except  No  Action  (see  Table  4-2),  while  recovering  a 
reasonable  amount  of  the  oil  and  gas  resource. 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 


Comment 

text: 


9)  Introduction  of  non-native  trout.  Increasing  the  roads  under  the  preferred  alternative  will  increase 
access  to  habitat  and  as  a  result  could  increase  the  potential  for  introductions  of  non-native  trout. 
Proposals  to  increase  the  number  of  roads  on  top  of  the  plateau  should  analyze  for  the  potential  for  non¬ 
native  trout  introductions  and  special  management  practices  may  be  necessary  to  protect  the  remaining 
populations  of  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout.  EPA  recommends  that  BLM  consult  with  USFWS 
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and/or  the  Colorado  Fish  and  Game  Department  on  this  issue. 


9)  Section  4.3.4  mentions  this  potential,  although  it  is  difficult  to  analyze  because  of  a  lack  of  data  on 

the  relationship  between  miles  of  roads,  numbers  of  vehicle  trips,  and  potential  for  ad-hoc  releases  of 

„  trout.  The  distance  of  the  upper  plateau  streams  from  other  fishable  waters  probably  reduces  this 

Response:  rr  r  r 

’  potential.  Also,  note  that  under  the  Proposed  Plan,  the  miles  of  new  roads  would  be  significantly 

reduced  and,  atop  the  plateau,  more  than  offset  by  road  closures.  BLM  consults  with  the  Colorado 

Division  of  Wildlife  regarding  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout  and  other  wildlife  on  a  continual  basis. 


Topic:  Climate  and  Air  Quality 


Comment 

text: 


10)  Visibility  Impact  at  Mount  Zirkel.  The  last  paragraph  of  the  visibility  portion  of  section  4. 2. 5. 7 
indicates  that  Black  Canyon  of  the  Gunnison  National  Park  was  the  only  Class  I  area  where  modeled 
cumulative  impacts  greater  than  1 .0  dv  remained  after  the  refined  visibility  analysis.  However,  table  4- 
10  shows  a  maximum  impact  of  one  day  over  1.0  dv  remaining  at  Mount  Zirkel.  EPA  requests  that  the 
discrepancy  be  resolved  in  the  FEIS. 


Response:  10)  The  EPA  is  correct.  The  text  of  section  4. 2. 5. 7  has  been  changed  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 


Topic:  Climate  and  Air  Quality 

11)  Ozone.  The  DEIS  does  not  address  the  potential  of  ozone  impacts  from  the  project.  Table  3-9 
shows  background  concentrations  of  the  criteria  pollutants,  but  does  not  include  ozone.  The  model 
used  by  the  BLM  for  the  air  quality  analysis  (i.e.,  CALPUFF)  lacks  the  capability  to  accurately 
represent  chemical  transformations  and  thus  is  not  suitable  for  estimating  ozone  impacts.  Running  a 
regulatory  ozone  model  such  as  RPM-IV  for  purposes  of  the  DEIS  is  impractical,  and  we  understand 
Comment  that  BLM's  National  Science  &  Technology  Center  may  be  reluctant  to  estimate  potential  ozone 
text:  impacts  with  a  conservative  method  such  as  VOC/NO  point  source  screening  tables.  Nevertheless, 
development  in  the  project  area  includes  sources  of  volatile  organic  compounds  (VOCs)  and  oxides  of 
nitrogen  (NO),  which  are  ozone  precursors,  and  the  additional  development  proposed  in  the  DEIS 
might  increase  these  emissions  significantly.  In  lieu  of  using  a  regulatory  model,  we  recommend  that 
BLM  estimate  potential  ozone  impacts  using  a  screening  table  or  other  non-regulatory  method.  The 
FEIS  should  also  disclose  estimated  VOC  and  NO  emissions. 

1 1)  The  EPA  is  correct  that  conducting  an  ozone  modeling  analysis  for  this  RMPA/EIS  is  impractical. 
Response:  Further,  BLM  NSTC  Air  Quality  staff  believes  that  the  “screening”  ozone  methodology  (a.k.a  the 
Scheffe  method)  is  too  conservative  to  provide  results  of  any  real  value. 


Topic:  Climate  and  Air  Quality 

12)  Class  II  Increment  for  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration,  PM.  Section  5.2  of  the  technical 
support  document  states,  "The  comparisons  to  the  PSD  Class  I  and  II  increments  were  intended  to 
evaluate  a  threshold  of  concern  for  potential  impacts,  and  does  not  represent  a  regulatory  PSD 
Increment  Consumption  Analysis."  Furthermore,  BLM  compared  results  of  the  air  quality  analysis  to 
the  Class  II  increment  for  PM  only  in  sensitive  Class  II  areas  in  the  far  field  (such  as  the  Holy  Cross 
Comment  Wilderness  Area).  Section  4.2.5  of  the  DEIS,  under  PM  discloses  the  modeled  near-field  particulate 
text-  concentrat*ons-  The  results  indicate  that  the  potential  impact  of  fugitive  dust  from  roadways  and 
‘  construction  would  meet  the  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  (NAAQS).  The  BLM  analysts 
used  background  concentrations  of  PM  of  54u/m  as  a  24-hour  average  and  24  u/m  as  an  annual  average, 
which  exceed  the  corresponding  Class  II  increments  for  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration  of  30 
u/m  and  1 7  u/m.  Consequently,  adding  modeled  concentrations  to  the  background  concentrations  also 
gave  results  over  the  increments.  We  recommend  that  BLM  explain  in  the  FEIS  the  rationale  for  not 
estimating  potential  in-field  impacts  on  PM  increments. 

12)  First,  by  regulation  and  practice,  background  concentrations  are  not  added  to  modeled 
concentrations  to  determine  compliance  with  PSD  increments.  Therefore,  such  information  will  not  be 
Response:  presented  in  the  FEIS.  Second,  the  near-field  (and  far-field)  modeling  analysis  were  not  intended  to  be, 
and  should  not  be  interpreted  as  a  regulatory  PSD  Increment  Consumption  Analysis  (ICA).  Third, 
background  air  concentration  data  are  provided  by  the  Colorado  DPHE,  to  which  BLM  defers  for  these 
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data. 


Topic:  Climate  and  Air  Quality 

Comment  ^  Background  Concentrations-Hazardous  Air  Pollutants.  Table  4-8  presents  background 

text*  concentratl‘ons  of  hazardous  air  pollutants.  It  does  not  identify  the  source  of  the  data  as  Table  4-7  does 
*  for  the  criteria  pollutants.  EPA  recommends  the  source  of  the  information  be  identified  in  the  FEIS. 

13)  These  values  were  recommended  by  CDPHE  and  were  taken  from  the  EPA’s  Urban  Air  Toxics 

„  Pilot  Project  site  in  Grand  Junction,  Colorado.  As  stated  previously,  BLM  defers  the  selection  of 

Kcsponsci  * 

'  background  air  quality  data  to  the  appropriate  State  air  quality  agency.  A  footnote  has  been  added  to 

Table  4-8  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 


Topic:  Climate  and  Air  Quality 

Comment 


text: 


14)  National  Park  Service  Reference.  Please  correct  the  date  in  the  footnote  to  Table  3-24. 


Response:  14)  The  footnote  has  been  changed  in  the  Final  TSD. 


Topic:  Climate  and  Air  Quality 

15)  Increment  Comparison  Results,  SO?.  The  value  for  the  three-hour  SO?  under  "GMA  BLM  Sources 
Comment  Only"  (Glenwood  Springs  Management  Area)  in  table  5-12  differs  by  order  of  magnitude  from  the 
text:  corresponding  values  in  tables  5-13  through  5-16  and  might  be  a  typographical  error.  EPA 
recommends  this  discrepancy  be  resolved  in  the  FEIS. 

Response:  15)  This  value  has  been  changed  in  the  Final  TSD. 

Mesa  County 

General  Comment 

The  Mesa  County  Board  of  Commissioners  supports  Alternative  III. 

Thank  you  for  your  interest  in  the  BLM  land  use  planning  process  for  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area. 
The  Proposed  Plan  includes  many  of  the  basic  components  of  Alternative  III  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1 
in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS).  However,  the  concept  of  deferred  drilling  atop  the  plateau  was  not 
retained  in  the  Proposed  Plan,  owing  to  a  general  lack  of  support.  Instead,  the  Proposed  Plan  would 
require  phased  and  clustered  development,  along  with  other  resource  protections,  to  provide  ample 
protection  of  sensitive  ecological,  hydrological,  and  recreational  values  while  accommodating  a 
reasonable  amount  of  natural  gas  recovery  without  a  deferral  period. 

Moffat  County 

General  Comment 

The  Moffat  County  Commissioners  do  not  endorse  a  particular  alternative.  Rather,  they  support 
multiple-use  and  balancing  natural  gas  extraction,  oil  shale  exploration,  and  mining  and  environmental 
protection  on  the  Roan  Plateau. 

The  Proposed  Plan  emphasizes  balance  in  managing  for  a  variety  of  multiple  resource  uses 
incorporating  outcome-based  adaptive  management,  a  requirement  for  systematic  phased  and  clustered 
oil  and  gas  development  atop  the  plateau,  and  numerous  and  extensive  areas  with  NGD/NSO  and 
SSR/CSU  restrictions  to  protect  ecologically,  hydrologically,  recreationally,  and/or  visually  sensitive 
resource  values.  See  Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 

Pitkin  County 

Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  Resolution  supports  the  Community  Alternative.  Urges  the  BLM  to  adopt  as  its  final  plan  one  that 
text:  reflects  this  community  supported  alternative. 


Topic: 

Comment 

text: 

Response: 


Topic: 

Comment 

text: 


Response: 
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Thank  you  for  your  interest  in  the  BLM  land  use  planning  process  for  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area. 
The  "Community  Alternative"  was  not  an  alternative  developed  and  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS. 
Response:  However,  many  of  the  basic  components  of  the  "Community  Alternative"  were  incorporated  in  various 
combinations  in  the  five  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  Many  of  these  components  are 
also  reflected  in  the  Proposed  Plan  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS). 

Summit  County 

Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  The  Summit  County,  Colorado,  Board  of  Commissioners  supports  what  is  commonly  called  the 
text:  "Community  Alternative"  for  management  of  this  special  place. 

Thank  you  for  your  interest  in  the  BLM  land  use  planning  process.  The  "Community  Alternative"  was 
not  an  alternative  developed  and  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  However,  many  of  the  basic 
Response:  components  of  the  "Community  Alternative"  were  incorporated  in  various  combinations  in  the  five 
alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  Many  of  these  components  are  also  reflected  in  the 
Proposed  Plan  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS). 

Town  of  New  Castle 

Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  1)  The  New  Castle  Town  Council  unanimously  adopted  a  resolution  in  support  of  protecting  lands  at 
text:  the  top  and  cliffs  of  the  Roan  Plateau  by  allowing  no  drilling  in  these  areas. 

1)  The  Proposed  Plan  emphasizes  balance  in  managing  for  a  variety  of  multiple  resource  uses 
incorporating  outcome-based  adaptive  management,  a  requirement  for  systematic  phased  and  clustered 
oil  and  gas  development  atop  the  plateau,  and  numerous  and  extensive  areas  with  NGD/NSO  and 
Response:  SSR/CSU  restrictions  to  protect  ecologically,  hydrologically,  recreationally,  and  visually  sensitive 

resource  values.  See  Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS.  Although  this  does  not 
meet  Council’s  preference  for  no  drilling  atop  the  plateau,  the  result  is  a  high  level  of  resource 
protection  while  accommodating  a  reasonable  amount  of  natural  gas  recovery. 


Topic:  General  Comment 


Comment 

text: 


2)  The  New  Castle  Town  Council  supports  many  of  the  ideas  found  in  the  Community  Alternative. 


2)  The  "Community  Alternative"  was  not  an  alternative  developed  and  analyzed  in  the  Draft 
RMPA/EIS.  However,  many  of  the  basic  components  of  the  "Community  Alternative"  were 
Response:  incorporated  in  various  combinations  in  the  five  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  Many 
of  these  components  are  also  reflected  in  the  Proposed  Plan  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed 
Plan/Final  EIS). 


Topic:  Hazardous  Materials 

Comment  3)  Request  that  the  WORC  Review  of  Inspection/Enforcement  Program  study  done  November  2004  be 
text:  incorporated  into  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 

3)  BLM  has  not  specifically  included  the  WORC  review  into  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  but  retains 
Response:  the  ability  to  incorporate  specific  results  during  preparation  of  Geographic  Area  Plans  during  the 
permitting  process. 


Topic:  Socioeconomics 

Comment  4)  Concerned  that  there  is  a  real  threat  of  a  net  loss  of  jobs,  economic  activity,  and  tax  income  from 
text:  drilling  on  top  of  the  Roan,  rather  than  an  economic  benefit. 

4)  The  updated  socioeconomic  analysis  in  Section  4.4.3  of  the  Final  includes  a  detailed  analysis  of  the 
Response:  potential  impacts  to  employment,  economic  activity,  and  tax  revenues  associated  with  drilling  on  top  of 
the  plateau.  The  analysis  does  not  indicate  the  types  of  negative  outcomes  about  which  Council  has 
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expressed  concerns,  but  it  does  acknowledge  some  localize  impacts  on  infrastructure  and  housing,  for 
example,  associated  with  the  ongoing  human  population  growth  of  the  region — to  which  oil  and  gas 
under  the  Proposed  Plan  would  be  only  one  contributor. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  5)  BLM  has  not  done  enough  to  explore  the  benefits  of  directional  drilling  and  has  not  applied  the 
text:  industry's  present  knowledge  to  its  analysis  of  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area. 

5)  The  Proposed  Plan  represents  a  high  degree  of  environmental  protection  while  accommodating  a 
reasonable  amount  of  natural  gas  recovery.  Specifically,  the  Proposed  Plan  would  require  phased  and 
clustered  development  on  top  of  the  plateau,  with  a  focus  on  developing  along  ridgetops  and  out  of  the 
environmentally  more  sensitive  stream  valleys.  Through  a  reliance  on  directional  drilling,  up  to 
seventeen  wells  would  be  collocated  on  a  single  pad,  with  a  minimum  distance  of  0.5  mile  between 
Response:  pads.  Compared  to  the  No  Action  alternative — which  would  allow  some  drilling  on  top  in  areas  not 
included  within  the  transferred  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserves — the  Proposed  Plan  is  assumed  to  result  in 
only  six  more  well  pads  (thirteen  versus  seven)  but  200  more  wells.  The  effect  would  be  much  greater 
gas  production  but  with  a  relatively  modest  increase  in  environmental  impacts.  Additionally,  the 
Proposed  Plan  incorporates  a  number  of  special  management  designations  and  protective  restrictions 
previously  limited  to  the  environmentally  most  protective  alternative. 

City  of  Aspen 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Website  Comment  ROAN  PLATEAU  DRAFT  COMMENTS  Attn:  Greg  Goodenow  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  Glenwood  Springs  Field  Office  PO  Box  1009  Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81602  The  Aspen 
City  Council  would  like  to  request  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  develop  an  alternative  that 
protects  the  wildlife  and  spectacular  beauty  of  the  Roan  Plateau  by  prohibiting  mineral  leasing  on  the 
top  of  the  plateau.  More  and  more,  the  areas  near  Aspen  including  the  Roan  Plateau,  are  valued  for 
recreation,  sightseeing,  and  their  natural  beauty.  This  is  important  to  the  long-term  economy  of  this 
area.  The  Aspen  City  Council  supports  the  Community  Alternative  as  a  reasonable  compromise,  by 
allowing  drilling  and  development  around  the  base  of  the  plateau  and  delaying  leasing  on  the  sensitive 
Comment  t0P  anc*  areas-  The  Aspen  City  Council  supports  requiring  use  of  Best  Management  Practices  and 
text*  techn°l°gieN  a  reasonable  approach  consistent  with  what  local,  state  and  federal  governments  require 
'  of  industries  and  builders  in  other  areas.  It  is  also  crucial  to  limit  motorized  vehicle  use  to  designated 
roads  to  protect  nearby  sensitive  areas.  The  City  of  Aspen  believes  that  this  alternative  allows  for  the 
vast  majority  of  the  resource  recovery  possible,  while  protecting  the  long-term  economic  engine  of  the 
area  by  preserving  the  environment,  beautiful  scenery,  and  air  and  water  quality  for  residents  and 
visitors  both  today  and  in  the  future.  The  plateau  is  a  unique  and  spectacular  area  with  wildlife,  scenic, 
and  geologic  values  of  great  importance  to  this  area  of  Colorado.  We  will  all  benefit  by  a  reasonable 
compromise  that  allows  development  and  drilling  in  the  base  area  while  protecting  the  unique  values  of 
the  plateau.  Thank  you  for  your  consideration.  On  behalf  of  the  Aspen  City  Council,  Helen  Kalin 
Klanderud,  Mayor  of  Aspen 

The  lands  of  the  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserves  No.  1  and  3  atop  and  below  the  Roan  Plateau  were 
transferred  to  the  Department  of  Interior  in  1997  with  specific  direction  to  develop  a  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  enter  into  leases  for  the  exploration,  development,  and  production  of  petroleum 
resources  "as  soon  as  practicable,"  consistent  with  multiple  use  management.  Measures  to  conserve 
and/or  protect  special  and  unique  natural  and  scenic  resources  have  been  incorporated  into  the  Proposed 
Plan.  Refer  to  Sec  2.3  and  Chapter  4  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  for  details. 

Response: 

Many  of  the  basic  components  of  the  "Community  Alternative"  were  incorporated  in  various 
combinations  into  the  five  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  Many  of  these  components 
are  also  reflected  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1).  For  additional 
information  regarding  the  "Community  Alternative",  please  refer  to  the  response  to  Congressman 
Salazar's  comments. 
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Topic:  General  Comment 


Comment 

text: 


The  Aspen  City  Council  supports  the  Community  Alternative. 


Thank  you  for  your  interest  in  the  BLM  land  use  planning  process  for  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area. 
The  "Community  Alternative"  was  not  an  alternative  developed  and  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS. 
Response:  However,  many  of  the  basic  components  of  the  "Community  Alternative"  were  incorporated  in  various 
combinations  in  the  five  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  Many  of  these  components  are 
also  reflected  in  the  Proposed  Plan  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS). 


Northwest  Resource  Advisory  Council 
Topic:  General  Comment 

1)  The  Northwest  Resource  Advisory  Council,  after  two  years  of  information  gathering  including 
hosting  a  public  meeting  to  hear  from  the  affected  public  and  tours  of  the  area,  make  the  following 
Comment  recommendation  for  future  management  of  the  Roan  Plateau. 

text:  The  Northwest  Resource  Advisory  Council  unanimously  supports  the  orderly  and  responsible 

development  of  the  resource.  In  that  development,  we  support  the  recommendation  of  the  Cooperators 
to  endorse  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  proposal. 

1 )  BLM  appreciates  the  public  involvement  efforts,  support,  and  direction  it  received  from  the 
Northwest  Resource  Advisory  Council  (NW  RAC)  during  preparation  of  the  Roan  Plateau  Resource 
Response:  Management  Plan  Amendment.  BLM  has  taken  this  support  into  consideration  in  development  of  the 
Proposed  Plan,  has  adopted  the  Colorado  Department  of  Natural  Resources  proposal,  and  has  worked 
closely  with  them  to  refine  and  clarify  the  Proposed  Plan. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  ^  The  RAC  supports  a  final  decision  that  would  not  materially  affect  the  historic  recreational, 
grazing  and  other  uses  of  the  Roan  Plateau. 

text: 


2)  Historic  uses  of  the  Roan  Plateau  were  considered  in  development  of  the  Proposed  Plan,  and 
Response:  mitigating  measures  were  developed  to  protect  these  uses,  while  at  the  same  time  allowing  for 
responsible  development  of  natural  gas  resources. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  ^  The  Northwest  Resource  Advisory  Council  supports  a  Resource  Management  Plan  for  the  Roan 
text-  ^ateau  that  f°cuses  on  outcome-based  management  that  utilizes  objectives  and  best  management 
’  practices  to  achieve  the  desired  outcomes. 

3)  BLM  has  refocused  the  management  prescription  narratives  in  Table  2-1  and  stipulations  in 
Response:  Appendix  C  to  more  clearly  articulate  objectives,  employ  best  management  practices,  and  focus  on 
outcome-based  adaptive  management. 


6.3. 2. 5  Groups  and  Organizations 

A  total  of  20  letters  were  received  from  groups  and  organizations.  A  summary  of  the  comments  and 
BLM  responses  is  found  below. 


American  Gas  Association 
Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  1)  The  deferral  of  development  atop  the  plateau,  in  an  area  of  rich  natural  gas  resources,  seems  short- 
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text:  sighted  and  fails  to  take  into  consideration  the  policy  of  promoting  domestic,  environmentally  sound, 
and  clean-burning  fuel  resources. 


Response: 


1 )  The  purpose  of  the  deferral  was  to  allow  diagonal  drilling  technology  to  advance  farther  so  that  a 
greater  degree  of  clustering  could  be  used  to  reduce  surface  impacts  in  this  portion  of  the  Planning 
Area.  The  Proposed  Plan  does  not  incorporate  deferred  leasing  but  instead  requires  phased  and 
clustered  development  atop  the  plateau,  with  up  to  seventeen  wells  per  pad  and  with  a  minimum  of  0.5 
mile  between  pads,  based  on  reports  by  industry  that  a  lateral  reach  of  2,500  feet  was  technologically 
and  economically  feasible  at  the  present  time. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 


Comment  2)  Alternative  IV  and,  especially,  Alternative  V  more  appropriately  recognize  the  need  for  more 

text:  immediate  and  intensive  gas  development  while  also  providing  for  recreational  and  wilderness  values. 


Response: 


2)  The  Proposed  Plan  would  result  in  essentially  the  same  number  of  wells  as  Alternative  V,  but  with 
substantially  fewer  pads,  causing  substantially  less  long-term  surface  disturbance.  Consequently,  BLM 
believes  that  the  Proposed  Plan  represents  an  appropriate  balance  between  natural  gas  production  and 
sensitive  resource  protection. 


Associated  Governments  of  Northwest  Colorado 


Topic:  General  Comment 


Comment 

text: 


1)  The  plan  should  be  managed  under  the  guiding  principle  of  Multiple  Use  Management. 


Response: 


1)  BLM  conducts  all  land  use  planning  under  the  principles  of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield,  as 
mandated  by  FLPMA,  including  the  Proposed  Plan  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  ^  protecqon  should  be  provided  for  areas  identified  for  sensitive  environmental  concern, 
text: 

2)  The  Proposed  Plan  designates  four  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACECs)  in  which 
special  management  is  applied  to  protect  and  prevent  irreparable  damage  to  relevant  and  important 
scenic,  fisheries,  wildlife,  and  botanical/ecological  values.  Additionally,  it  designates  nearly  the  entire 
Response:  top  of  the  plateau  as  the  Parachute  Creek  Watershed  Management  Area,  establishes  numerous  and 

extensive  NGD/NSO  and  SSR/CSU  restrictions  to  protective  sensitive  resources,  limits  motorized  and 
mechanized  travel  to  designated  routes  (except  the  Hubbard  Mesa  OHV  riding  area  and  over-snow 
travel  by  snowmobile),  and  emphasized  weed  control  and  performance-based  reclamation  monitoring. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  3)  Wildlife  management  activities  should  be  coordinated  or  shared  with  the  Colorado  Division  of 
text:  Wildlife. 

3)  As  a  division  of  the  Colorado  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  is  a 
Response:  Cooperating  Agency  in  development  of  the  Proposed  Plan  and  an  ongoing  participant  in  planning 
activities  involving  wildlife  and  habitats. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  4)  Regulations  and  incentives  should  be  provided  for  industry  utilization  of  natural  gas  drilling 
text:  techniques  that  would  limit  surface  area  disturbance. 

4)  BLM  believes  that  the  Proposed  Plan  accomplishes  this  objective.  Specifically,  it  would  require 
phased  and  clustered  development  on  top  of  the  plateau,  with  a  focus  on  developing  along  ridgetops  and 
Response:  out  of  the  environmentally  more  sensitive  stream  valleys.  Through  a  reliance  on  directional  drilling,  up 
to  seventeen  wells  would  be  collocated  on  a  single  pad,  with  a  minimum  distance  of  0.5  mile  between 
pads.  Additionally,  the  Proposed  Plan  would  limit  the  amount  of  land  that  could  be  in  a  disturbed 
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condition  due  to  oil  and  gas  activities  at  any  one  time  to  350  acres,  or  approximately  1  percent  of  the 
top  of  the  plateau. 


Topic:  Other  Minerals 

Comment  5)  Management  activities  should  be  coordinated  with  the  Department  of  Energy  to  retain  future  access 
text:  to  oil  shale  resources. 


5)  Section  3.5.6. 1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  expands  on  the  discussion  of  oil  shale  development. 
Development  of  oil  shale  in  areas  with  a  Federal  mineral  estate  would  be  regulated  by  BLM  and  subject 
#  to  the  same  restrictions/stipulations  regarding  surface  activities.  However,  BLM  does  not  believe  that 
^  '  oil  shale  development  is  realistic  in  the  Planning  Area  during  the  20-year  period  of  analysis.  If  oil  shale 

development  does  arise  as  a  desired  use  during  the  planning  period,  impacts  would  be  considered  in  a 
separate  NEPA  document  prepared  in  response  to  specific  proposals. 


Topic:  Socioeconomics 

Comment  ^  Management  objectives  should  recognize  the  importance  to  local  governments  in  the  area  for  their 
text*  s^are  unc^er  state  ^aw  °f  federal  mineral  royalties  as  a  source  of  energy  impact  assistance  (an  AGNC 
‘  analysis  of  the  potential  state  revenue  distribution  of  Mineral  Leasing  of  NOSR  lands  is  attached). 

6)  The  updated  socioeconomic  analysis  in  Section  4.4.3  and  Appendix  M  of  the  Final  includes  these 
Response:  potential  revenues  in  the  analysis  as  well  as  includes  a  detailed  discussion  of  how  these  funds  can  be 
distributed  to  local  governments. 


Audubon  Society  of  Greater  Denver 


Topic:  General  Comment 


Comment 

text: 


Supports  adoption  of  the  Community  Alternative. 


Thank  you  for  your  interest  in  the  BLM  land  use  planning  process  for  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area. 
The  "Community  Alternative"  was  not  an  alternative  developed  and  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS. 
Response:  However,  many  of  the  basic  components  of  the  "Community  Alternative"  were  incorporated  in  various 
combinations  in  the  five  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  Many  of  these  components  are 
also  reflected  in  the  Proposed  Plan  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS). 


Bill  Barrett  Corporation 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 


Comment 

text: 


The  Bill  Barrett  Corporation  incorporates  by  reference  the  comments  submitted  by  the  Colorado  Oil 
and  Gas  Association,  the  Independent  Petroleum  Association  of  the  Mountain  States,  and  the  Public 
Lands  Advocacy. 


BLM  has  reviewed  all  comments  submitted  on  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  The  Proposed  Plan  incorporates 
Response:  some  number  of  comments  and  current  data  from  the  referenced  associations  and  agencies  in  the 
development  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1). 


Californians  for  Western  Wilderness 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 


Comment 

text: 


We  strongly  support  the  plan  developed  by  local  citizens  who  have  drafted  the  Community  Alternative. 


Thank  you  for  your  interest  in  the  BLM  land  use  planning  process  for  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area. 
The  "Community  Alternative"  was  not  an  alternative  developed  and  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS. 
Response:  However,  many  of  the  basic  components  of  the  "Community  Alternative"  were  incorporated  in  various 
combinations  in  the  five  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  Many  of  these  components  are 
also  reflected  in  the  Proposed  Plan  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS). 


Colorado  Environmental  Coalition  Campaign  to  Save  Roan  Plateau 
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Topic:  General  Comment 


Comment 

text: 


2)  Maintain  public  lands  atop  the  plateau  for  uses  besides  oil  and  gas. 


Response: 


2)  All  of  the  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  allow  for  multiple  use  atop  the  plateau.  In 
the  Proposed  Plan,  the  natural  resource  values  and  uses  of  the  Planning  Area  have  been  given  special 
consideration  within  the  context  of  multiple  uses,  as  mandated  by  FLPMA  and  BLM  policy.  Protective 
measures  and  management  actions  related  to  these  resource  values  are  described  in  Section  2.3.2  and 
summarized  in  Table  2-1  and  are  reiterated  throughout  the  impact  analysis  in  Chapter  4  of  the  Proposed 
Plan/Final  EIS.  Key  among  these  are  the  requirement  for  phased  and  clustered  oil  and  gas  development 
atop  the  plateau,  resulting  in  a  density  of  one  pad  per  160  acres  (at  least  0.5  mile  between  pads)  and 
limiting  drilling  activities  to  only  one  portion  of  the  upper  plateau  at  any  one  time.  BLM  believes  that 
this  approach,  in  combination  with  numerous  and  extensive  other  protective  measures,  will  ensure  that 
current  types  and,  in  many  or  most  cases,  current  levels  of  the  existing  uses  will  continue. 


Topic:  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 


Comment 

text: 


3)  Designate  four  ACECs. 


3)  The  Proposed  Plan  designates  four  ACECs  (Section  2.3.2  and  Tables  2-1  and  2-2  in  the  Proposed 
Plan/Final  EIS).  While  the  four  ACECs  occupy  a  somewhat  smaller  area  than  under  Alternative  II,  the 
Response:  basis  of  this  revision  was  a  more  refined  analysis  by  BLM  of  specific  areas  containing  the  relevant  and 
important  values  for  each  ACEC.  Thus,  a  comparable  level  of  management  emphasis  on,  and 
protection  of,  those  values  would  also  apply  despite  the  smaller  area. 


Topic:  General  Comment 


Comment 

text: 


4)  Safeguard  habitat  for  fish,  wildlife,  and  rare  and  important  plants. 


Response: 


4)  All  of  the  alternatives  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS,  as  well  as  the  Proposed  Plan,  include  measures  to 
safeguard  and  manage  habitat  specifically  for  terrestrial  and  aquatic  wildlife  and  special  status  plant 
species  and  significant  plant  communities  (see  Section  2.3.2  and  Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final 
EIS).  These  include  designation  of  four  ACECs  and  the  Parachute  Creek  Watershed  Management  Area 
in  addition  to  numerous  and  extensive  NGD/NSO  and  SSR/CSU  restrictions  and  TLs  to  protect 
seasonally  important  wildlife  uses.  The  Proposed  Plan  also  limits  motorized  and  mechanized  travel  to 
designated  routes  (except  for  the  Hubbard  Mesa  OHV  riding  area  and  over-snow  travel  by  snowmobile) 
and  places  an  emphasis  on  weed  control  and  performance-based  reclamation, 


Topic:  Recreation 


Comment 

text: 


5)  Designate  two  SRMAs  —  one  above  and  one  below  the  rim. 


5)  The  comment  does  not  specify  what  type  of  recreation  a  SRMA  above  the  rim  would  address.  The 
Proposed  Plan  will  provide  for  dispersed  recreation  activity  opportunities  throughout  the  Planning  Area, 
Response:  which  will  be  managed  as  part  of  the  Glenwood  Springs  Extensive  Recreation  Management  Area 

(ERMA).  The  Hubbard  Mesa  OHV  riding  area  will  be  managed  as  open  to  cross  country  travel  with 
SSR/CSU  restrictions. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  6)  The  current  alternatives  do  not  include  a  sufficient  "environmentally  preferred"  alternative.  Without 
text:  one,  the  draft  does  not  comply  with  the  law  and  supplementation  would  be  required. 

6)  BLM  believes  that  Alternative  II  is  a  sufficient  “environmentally  preferred  alternative.”  However, 

.  note  that  the  Proposed  Plan  would  result  in  less  impact  in  terms  of  numbers  of  pads,  acres  of  long-term 
esponse.  grouncj-djsturbing  activities,  and  miles  and  acres  of  new  or  upgraded  oil  and  gas  access  roads  than  even 
Alternative  II  (see  Table  4-2  of  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS).  This  increased  protection  would  result  from 
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the  requirement  for  phased  and  clustered  oil  and  gas  development  and  designation  of  the  Parachute 
Creek  WMA  in  addition  to  four  ACECs  and  other  changes. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  7)  BLM  should  select  a  final  remedy  that  incorporates  the  elements  of  the  community-supported 
text:  Alternative  F. 

7)  While  the  preliminary  alternative  designated  as  Alternative  F  was  not  retained  as  an  alternative  for 

_  detailed  analysis,  BLM  included  many  of  the  basic  components  of  that  alternative  in  various 

Response* 

F  '  combinations  in  the  five  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  Many  of  these  components  are 
also  reflected  in  the  Proposed  Plan.  Please  see  Chapter  2  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  ^  ®^M  has  underestimated  the  amount  of  oil  and  gas  development  within  the  Planning  Area  and  has 
failed  to  adequately  consider  the  large  amount  of  oil  and  gas  resources  and  development  outside  the 
eX  ’  Planning  Area. 

8)  The  assumed  levels  of  development  are  based  on  the  RFD,  but  constrained  based  on  current  drilling 
rates,  assumed  availability  of  drill  rigs,  seasonal  constraints,  and  extensive  areas  not  available  for  oil 
and  gas  surface  facilities.  Therefore,  BLM  believes  that  the  development  rates  are  realistic  and 
reasonable.  However,  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  acknowledge  that  actual 
Response:  drilling  rates  may  differ  due  to  changes  in  economics,  geopolitical  considerations,  technologies,  and  so 
forth.  Regarding  the  large  amount  of  oil  and  gas  resources  outside  the  Planning  Area,  BLM  believes 
that  these  are  irrelevant  given  the  specific  direction  under  the  Transfer  Act  to  make  the  NOSRs 
available  for  oil  and  gas  leasing  and  development,  consistent  with  multiple-use  concepts  of  FLPMA  and 
BLM  policies. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  9)  BLM  should  create  incentives  for  the  oil  and  gas  energy  to  use  the  latest  and  most  innovative 
text:  technologies  to  reduce  impacts  to  other  resources  and  uses. 


9)  BLM  believes  that  the  Proposed  Plan  accomplishes  this  objective.  Specifically,  it  would  require 
phased  and  clustered  development  on  top  of  the  plateau,  with  a  focus  on  developing  along  ridgetops  and 
out  of  the  environmentally  more  sensitive  stream  valleys.  Through  a  reliance  on  directional  drilling,  up 
Response:  to  seventeen  wells  would  be  collocated  on  a  single  pad,  with  a  minimum  distance  of  0.5  mile  between 
pads.  Additionally,  the  Proposed  Plan  would  limit  the  amount  of  land  that  could  be  in  a  disturbed 
condition  due  to  oil  and  gas  activities  at  any  one  time  to  350  acres,  or  approximately  1  percent  of  the 
top  of  the  plateau. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  10)  BLM  should  defer  leasing  on  top  of  the  plateau  for  the  entire  duration  of  the  Plan  or  until 
text:  technologies  advance  to  the  point  that  drilling  can  occur  without  disturbing  the  resources  there. 


Response: 


10)  BLM  does  not  envision  a  situation  in  which  technologies  would  eliminate  the  need  to  drill  on  top  of 
the  plateau  without  making  most  of  the  underlying  resources  unavailable  for  development — an  action 
which  BLM  believes  is  inconsistent  with  the  intent  of  the  Transfer  Act.  However,  the  Proposed  Plan 
requires  phased  and  clustered  development  atop  the  plateau,  with  a  minimum  of  0.5  mile  between  pads, 
up  to  seventeen  wells  per  pad,  and  location  of  surface  facilities  primarily  along  ridgetops  with  existing 
roadways.  The  result  is  to  accommodate  substantial  recovery  of  the  underlying  gas  resource  while 
providing  a  greater  level  of  environmental  protection  than  all  of  the  previous  alternatives,  except  for 
some  aspects  of  No  Action. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  1 1)  BLM  should  strengthen  the  protective  stipulations  to  better  protect  ecological  and  recreational 
text:  values. 
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1 1)  The  Proposed  Plan  includes  more  areas  with  protective  stipulations  than  the  Preferred  Alternative 
Response:  and,  through  a  requirement  for  phased  and  clustered  development  above  the  rim,  would  result  in  less 
impact  than  any  of  the  five  previous  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  12)  Support  the  Colorado  Mule  Deer  Association  comments  about  well  spacing,  technologies,  and 
text:  resource/reclamation  monitoring. 

12)  The  Proposed  Plan  would  reduce  well  surface  densities  to  one  pad  per  160  acres  atop  the  plateau 
through  a  minimum  spacing  of  0.5  mile  and  manage  for  a  similar  average  density  below  the  rim. 
Response:  through  reliance  on  directional  drilling  (Chapter  2  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS).  Additionally,  the 
Proposed  Plan  would  include  stringent,  performance-based  reclamation  requirements  and  monitoring 
(Appendix  J  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS). 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  13)  BLM  should  set  performance-based  reclamation  standards  and  require  a  reclamation  bond  that 
text:  would  stay  with  a  well,  regardless  of  ownership. 

13)  The  Proposed  Plan  (Section  2.3.1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS)  includes  requirements  for 
integration  of  extensive  potential  mitigation  measures  and  BMPs  (Appendix  I)  into  the  phased  and 
Response:  clustered  oil  and  gas  development  plan.  The  Proposed  Plan  also  includes  performance-based 

revegetation  success  criteria  and  monitoring,  as  well  as  the  supporting  bonding  formula  and  structure 
for  oil  and  gas  leases  (Appendix  J). 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  As  written,  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  does  not  comply  with  the  law.  BLM  should  either  develop  an 
text'  a^temattve  ihat  embodies  the  concepts  of  the  Community  Alternative  or  prepare  a  supplemental  EIS 
’  with  a  new  set  of  alternatives. 

n  14)  BLM  believes  that  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  comply  with  NEPA, 

Response:  FLpMA  and  BLM  po|lcles 


Topic:  Areas  Managed  to  Protect  Wilderness  Character  or  Specific  Wilderness  Values 

Comment  15)  The  Draft  provides  inadequate  discussion,  and  the  alternatives  inadequate  protection,  of  wilderness 
text:  values. 


15)  BLM  believes  that  the  discussion  in  Section  4.5.8  of  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  is  more  than  adequate 
regarding  wilderness  values,  and  that  the  levels  of  protections  under  the  various  alternatives  represent  a 
reasonable  range  for  the  purposes  of  NEPA.  Please  note  that  the  Proposed  Plan  does  not  specifically 
#  manage  for,  or  protect,  wilderness  values,  but  that  the  four  ACECs,  the  WMA  for  the  entire  top  of  the 
p  ’  plateau,  the  extensive  NGD/NSO  restrictions,  and  the  phased  and  clustered  development  with  a  focus 
on  ridgetop  development  under  the  Proposed  Plan  (see  Chapter  2)  will  provide  considerable  and 
adequate  levels  of  protection.  BLM  expects  that  some  wilderness  characteristics  will  be  maintained  in 
large  portions  of  the  Planning  Area. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  16)  The  Draft  does  not  adequately  analyze  impacts  to  air,  water,  ecological  resources,  socioeconomics, 
text:  and  other  resources. 

nse-  16)  BLM  believes  that  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  are  adequate  under  NEPA, 
esponse.  FLpMA^  ancj  BLM  poiicies  with  regard  to  the  analysis  of  impacts  to  all  environmental  resources. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  1 7)  The  Draft  does  not  adequately  address  cumulative  impacts  or  irreversible  and  irretrievable 
text:  commitment  of  resources  associated  with  full  field  development  and  connected  actions. 
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Response: 


17)  BLM  believes  that  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  are  adequate  with  regard  to 
cumulative  impacts,  which  are  discussed  in  the  individual  resource  sections  of  Chapter  4,  and  to 
irreversible  and  irretrievable  commitment  of  resources,  which  is  summarized  in  Section  4.6.  With 
regard  to  full  field  development,  it  is  BLM  policy  that  impacts  beyond  the  20-year  planning  horizon  are 
too  speculative  for  a  detailed  or  quantitative  assessment.  This  is  due  to  a  variety  of  economic, 
technological,  geopolitical,  environmental,  and  other  conditions  that  could  change  in  ways  to 
substantially  affect  future  conditions.  General  information  on  potential  full  field  development  is 
provided  in  the  RFD  (Appendix  H)  and  Table  4-3. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  18)  BLM  should  devise  a  plan  that  provides  local  governments  and  affected  communities  with  full 
text:  participation  in  future  decisions  affecting  the  Roan  Plateau  and  adjacent  or  other  nearby  lands. 


Response: 


18)  BLM  includes  opportunities  for  local  governments  to  provide  input  in  developing  land  use  planning 
decisions. 


Topic:  General  Comment 


Comment 

text: 


19)  As  written,  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  does  not  comply  with  the  law.  BLM  should  either  develop  an 
alternative  that  embodies  the  concepts  of  the  Community  Alternative  or  prepare  a  supplemental  EIS 
with  a  new  set  of  alternatives. 


19)  Many  of  the  basic  components  of  the  "Community  Alternative"  were  incorporated  in  various 
combinations  into  the  five  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  Many  of  these  components 
Response:  are  also  reflected  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1).  For  additional 

information  regarding  the  "Community  Alternative",  please  refer  to  the  response  to  Congressman 
Salazar's  comments. 


Topic:  General  Comment 


Comment 

text: 


20)  We  support  the  Community  Alternative. 


20)  Many  of  the  basic  components  of  the  "Community  Alternative"  were  incorporated  in  various 
combinations  into  the  five  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  Many  of  these  components 
Response:  are  also  reflected  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1).  For  additional 

information  regarding  the  "Community  Alternative",  please  refer  to  the  response  to  Congressman 
Salazar's  comments. 


Colorado  Mule  Deer  Association 
Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  1)  BLM  violated  BLM  handbooks  and  CEQ  guidelines  when  it  limited  impact  assessment  to  20-year 
text:  timeframe. 

1)  It  is  BLM’s  policy  that  impacts  beyond  the  20-year  planning  horizon  are  too  speculative  for  a 
detailed  or  quantitative  assessment.  This  is  due  to  a  variety  of  economic,  technological,  geopolitical. 
Response:  environmental,  and  other  conditions  that  could  change  in  ways  to  substantially  affect  future  conditions. 
General  information  on  potential  full-field  development  is  provided  in  the  RFD  (Appendix  FI)  and 
Table  4-3. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 


Comment 

text: 


2)  BLM  violated  FLPMA  by  not  requiring  use  of  best  available  drilling  technologies  to  limit  impacts. 


Response: 


2)  While  BLM  disagrees  with  this  assertion,  note  that  the  Proposed  Plan  requires  phased  and  clustered 
development  atop  the  plateau,  with  up  to  seventeen  wells  per  pad  and  a  minimum  of  0.5  mile  between 
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pads  (one  pad  per  160  acres).  Below  the  rim.  BLM  would  manage  toward  an  average  of  one  pad  per 
160  acres.  These  components  of  the  Proposed  Plan  (Chapter  2)  are  possible  because  ot  directional 
drilling  with  a  lateral  reach  of  up  to  2.500  feet.  As  technologies  continue  to  improve  further.  BLM  will 
work  with  industry  to  reduce  surface  densities  further. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  3)  BLM  appears  to  be  in  serious  violation  of  the  Data  Quality  Act.  The  document  is  deliberately 
text:  slanted  to  minimize  all  impacts  from  the  development  of  natural  gas. 

3)  BLM  disagrees  with  the  conclusion  regarding  the  Data  Quality  Act.  BLM  has  attempted  to  be  fair, 
balanced,  and  objective  in  its  description  of  impacts  under  all  of  the  alternatives.  Because  of  a  lack  of 
certainty  about  some  aspects  of  future  oil  and  gas  or  other  activities — e.g..  the  precise  number,  location. 
Response:  drilling  rate,  and  duration  of  pads  or  road  improvements — BLM  had  to  make  a  number  of  assumptions. 

The  intent  was  to  be  conservative  in  the  assumptions  so  as  not  to  underestimate  impacts.  In  formulating 
the  Proposed  Plan.  BLM  reevaluated  its  assumptions  and  impact  assessments  in  light  of  the  most 
current  information  and  data  available. 


Topic:  Rangeland  Management  and  Health 


Comment 

text: 


4)  BLM  has  not  adequately  described  methods  of  weed  monitoring  and  management. 


4)  BLM  believes  that  the  description  of  weed  monitoring  and  management  was  adequate  in  the  Draft 
RMPA/EIS  (Sections  4.3.1  and  4.5.4).  The  Proposed  Plan  would  emphasize  implementation  of  an 
Response:  integrated  weed  management  program  (which  included  mechanical,  biological,  and  chemical  methods) 
to  deter  and  control  noxious  weeds.  This  would  include  promoting  healthy  native  plant  communities  as 
well  as  prevention,  inventory,  detection,  monitoring,  and  specific  project  and  control  actions. 


Topic:  Upland  Vegetation  and  Riparian  Wetland  Areas 

Comment  5)  BLM  has  not  adequately  described  revegetation  success  criteria,  monitoring,  or  remedial  measures  if 
text:  unsuccessful.  Furthermore.  BLM  has  not  addressed  whether  existing  bonding  will  be  adequate. 

5)  The  Proposed  Plan  (Section  2.3.2  in  the  Proposed  Plan  Final  EIS)  includes  requirements  for 
.  integration  of  extensive  potential  mitigation  measures  and  BMPs  (Appendix  I)  and  revegetation  success 
^  '  criteria  and  monitoring,  as  well  as  the  supporting  bonding  formula  and  structure  for  oil  and  gas  leases, 

in  Appendix  J. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  ^  W^1  BLM  recluire  the  use  of  state-of-the-art  directional  drilling  to  reduce  impacts?  Since  directional 
text-  filing  is  a  BMP,  why  is  it  not  required?  Surface  densities  of  one  pad  per  640  acres  are  easily 
’  achievable  with  directional  drilling. 


Response: 


6)  The  Proposed  Plan  would  require  phased  and  clustered  development  atop  the  plateau,  with  a 
minimum  spacing  of  0.5  mile  (one  pad  per  160  acres),  and  would  manage  toward  an  average  of  one  pad 
per  160  acres  below  the  rim.  These  measures  rely  on  using  directional  drilling  to  allow  clustering  of  up 
to  seventeen  wells  per  pad.  BLM  does  not  believe  that  lower  surface  densities  are  current  practicable. 
However,  if  technologies  evolve  in  ways  that  would  allow  lower  densities,  potentially  including  one 
pad  per  640  acres,  BLM  would  work  with  industry  to  achieve  the  lowest  practicable  density. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  7)  What  criteria  will  BLM  use  to  define  when  "clustering,  collocation,  or  consolidation"  of  surface 
text:  facilities  is  "feasible  and  appropriate?" 

7)  The  Proposed  Plan  would  require  phased  and  clustered  development  atop  the  plateau,  with  a 
Response:  minimum  spacing  of  0.5  mile  (one  pad  per  160  acres),  and  would  manage  toward  an  average  of  one  pad 
per  160  acres  below  the  rim.  These  measures  rely  on  using  directional  drilling  to  allow  clustering  of  up 
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to  seventeen  wells  per  pad.  BLM  does  not  believe  that  lower  surface  densities  are  current  practicable. 
However,  if  technologies  evolve  in  ways  that  would  allow  lower  densities,  potentially  including  one 
pad  per  640  acres,  BLM  would  work  with  industry  to  achieve  the  lowest  practicable  density. 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 
Comment  ^  There  *s  no  discussion  on  how  the  percentage  reduction  in  habitat  and  populations  is  derived.  A 


text: 


.  prudent  person  would  say  that  a  reduction  of  one-third  (deer  winter  range)  is  more  than  a  moderate 


effect. 


Response: 


8)  The  methodology  discussion  in  Section  4.3.2  describes  in  some  detail  how  the  percentages  were 
calculated.  Unfortunately,  the  discussion  regarding  loss  of  deer  winter  range  under  the  Preferred 
Alternative  (Alt.  Ill)  of  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  included  an  error.  On  page  4-83,  the  habitat  loss  was 
reported  correctly  as  22.3  percent.  This  is  the  amount  upon  which  the  impact  level  of  “moderate”  was 
assigned  for  use  in  the  summary  table.  The  subsequent  reference  to  a  33-percent  decline  in  deer  winter 
range  actually  applied  to  Alt.  IV,  as  stated  on  page  4-92.  Compounding  the  first  error  was  a  second 
error,  in  that  the  text  for  Alt.  IV  described  the  33-percent  decline  as  “moderate  to  potentially  major” 
while  the  impact  table  listed  it  only  as  “moderate.” 


Please  note  that  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  used  a  larger  zone  of  disturbance-related  habitat  impacts 
for  deer  winter  range,  combined  with  the  emphasis  on  greater  clustering  of  oil  and  gas  wells  below  the 
rim.  The  resultant  reanalysis  indicates  an  estimated  loss  of  deer  winter  range  of  18.7  percent  (see  Table 
4-11  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS)  and  continues  to  assign  an  impact  level  of  “moderate”  (Table  4- 
13). 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 

Comment  9)  No  discussion  is  give  of  what  impacts  and  what  species  are  involved  in  the  "9  percent  [reduction]  in 
text:  overall  wildlife  abundance"  and  "localized  extirpations." 

9)  These  are  not  discussed  in  detail  because  of  unavoidable  uncertainties  related  to  exactly  where, 
when,  at  what  rate,  and  for  how  long  oil  and  gas  drilling,  and  disturbances  from  other  land  uses,  would 
Response:  occur.  Therefore,  these  statements  are  meant  at  estimates  of  potential  adverse  impacts  and  not  specific 
predictions  related  to  one  or  more  specific  species.  Also,  note  that  at  least  one  paragraph  in  the  Draft 
RMPA/EIS  inadvertently  used  the  term  "exterminations"  instead  of  the  intended  term  "extirpations." 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 


Comment 

text: 


10)  What  would  be  the  amount  of  habitat  loss  at  full  development? 


10)  Neither  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  nor  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  attempts  to  quantify  impacts  beyond 
Response:  the  20-year  period  of  analysis  due  to  multiple  uncertainties  about  technological,  economic,  regulatory, 
and  geopolitical  conditions  so  far  into  the  future. 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 


Comment 

text: 


1 1)  BLM  is  arbitrarily  selecting  levels  of  impact  without  following  its  own  vague  definitions.  Why  is  a 
50  percent  decline  in  mule  deer  only  given  a  moderate  to  localized  major  rating  while  a  15  percent 
reduction  in  vegetation  is  rated  moderate? 


Response: 


1 1)  No  method  of  summarizing  impact  levels  for  the  layperson  is  universally  and  uniformly  "correct." 
For  this  reason,  and  as  explained  in  the  methodology  discussion  in  the  introduction  to  Chapter  4,  the 
terms  negligible,  minor,  moderate,  and  major  were  defined  differently  for  different  resources. 
Obviously,  a  10-percent  reduction  in  a  common  species  would  be  of  much  less  significance  than  a 
similar  reduction  in  a  rare  species,  for  example.  The  more  detailed  discussions  of  impacts,  frequently 
using  relative  numbers  and  percentages,  are  provided  for  readers  with  more  knowledge  in  a  subject  or 
who  want  or  need  a  more  quantitative  assessment.  Regarding  the  deer  and  vegetation  ratings  of 
Alternative  V,  note  that  deer  winter  range  impact  is  actually  rated  "major,"  that  the  "moderate"  rating 
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for  vegetation  is  6  to  15  percent,  and  that  anything  over  15  percent  is  rated  "major." 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  12)  How  will  locked  gates  be  funded  and  enforced?  How  can  a  gate  keep  anyone  from  driving  around 
text:  it? 


Response: 


1 2)  It  is  assumed  that  a  locked  gate  would  be  attached  to  a  fence  or  that  some  other  barrier  would  be 
constructed  to  prevent  someone  from  merely  driving  around  it. 


Topic:  Water  Resources 


13)  Will  cuttings  be  disposed  offsite,  in  onsite  lined  pits,  or  in  onsite  unlined  pits?  Existing  water 
Comment  quality  data  are  too  old  to  provide  a  basis  for  assessing  current  water  quality  or  determining  if  there  has 
text:  been  an  impact.  How  would  this  be  monitored?  Why  does  BLM  not  describe  surface  water  or 
groundwater  monitoring? 


Response: 


13)  Cuttings  may  be  disposed  onsite  in  burial  pits.  These  are  usually  8  to  10  feet  deep  and  may  be  lined 
where  infiltration  is  undesirable  (e.g.,  in  relative  proximity  to  a  drainage).  See  Section  4.5.5.  BLM 
does  not  currently  anticipate  surface  water  or  groundwater  monitoring  because  of  the  low  likelihood  or 
injury  to  these  resources  and  the  need  to  focus  BLM  resources  on  other  issues  for  which  impacts  are 
more  likely  to  be  significant.  Nonetheless,  operators  are  required  to  report  spills  or  discharges  and  to 
implement  cleanup  and  remedial  measures  [check  this  and  add  text  on  what  is  required] 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

C°m™nt:  14)  Who  will  determine  when  use  of  radiotelemetry  to  monitor  whether  production  is  practical? 


Response: 


14)  Since  industry  would  use  the  radiotelemetry,  and  is  incentivized  to  do  so  because  of  increased 
efficiency  and  reduced  personnel  costs,  industry  would  make  the  determination. 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 

Comment  15)  What  would  be  the  effect  on  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout  of  99  barrels  of  26,000  TDS  water 
text:  going  down  Trapper  Creek? 

15)  The  effect  would  depend  on  the  rate  at  which  the  discharge  occurred  and  flows  in  the  creek  at  the 
time  of  the  discharge.  Under  most  situations,  the  result  would  be  to  exceed  the  acute  salinity  tolerance 
of  trout  (and  other  aquatic  organisms  on  which  they  feed)  for  a  considerable  distance  downstream. 
However,  note  that  such  incidents  are  rare,  that  they  would  be  even  rarer  at  creek  crossings  that 
Response:  constitute  a  very  small  fraction  of  the  total  road  length  in  the  Planning  Area,  and  that  BMPs  and 

mitigation  measures  such  as  culverted  crossings  of  streams  are  intended  to  reduce  the  potential  for  a 
tanker  truck  to  overturn.  Also,  note  that  the  Proposed  Plan,  with  its  phased  and  clustered  development 
atop  the  plateau  and  focus  on  ridgetop  development  (see  Chapter  2  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS), 
would  further  reduce  this  potential  compared  to  all  alternatives  except  Alternative  I  (No  Action). 


Topic:  Climate  and  Air  Quality 

Comment  ^  Why  didn  t  the  Dratt  use  actual  existing  well  pads  for  monitoring?  If  five  pads  cause  an  impact, 

text-  wouldn  t  1 007  What  about  more  than  1  ’00°  wells?  Why  was  20-acre  surface  density  used  instead  of  the 
‘  40-acre  density  assumed  elsewhere  in  the  document? 

16)  BLM  used  25  well  pads  arranged  in  a  5  x  5  matrix,  with  300-meter  spacing  between  the  center  of 
Response:  each  pad,  which  is  approximately  equivalent  to  20-acre  well  spacing  (the  midpoint  of  possible  well 
spacing  values  provided;  10,  20,  and  40-acre  spacing)(Section  4.2.5  of  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS). 


Topic:  Climate  and  Air  Quality 

Comment  17)  Did  the  particulate  modeling  consider  the  very  fine  "talcum  powder"  texture  of  roads  atop  the 
text:  plateau,  which  was  an  issue  during  previous  drilling  on  private  lands  there? 
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Response: 


17)  The  emission  factors  used  to  calculate  particulate  matter  emissions  were  assumed  to  be 
representative  of  the  activities  under  consideration  and  did  include  a  fine  texture. 


Topic:  Climate  and  Air  Quality 


Comment 

text: 


1 8)  Why  is  an  air  quality  monitoring  plan,  in  a  cooperative  effort  with  Garfield  County  and  the 
Colorado  Air  Quality  Control  Commission,  not  included  to  determine  if  BLM  is  actually  in  compliance 
with  its  own  laws  and  regulations? 


Response: 


1 8)  Modeling  results  showed  that  the  air  quality  impact  of  BLM  development  was  well  below  the 
regulatory  thresholds,  therefore  mitigation  measures  were  not  required. 


Topic:  Upland  Vegetation  and  Riparian/Wetland  Areas 

Comment  19)  BLM  should  more  clearly  define  what  is  meant  by  "intensive  monitoring."  How  will  BLM 
text:  determine  if  roadside  dust  deposition  is  adversely  affecting  plants? 

19)  The  Proposed  Plan  includes  an  emphasis  on  monitoring,  with  detailed  information  presented  in 
Appendix  J  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS.  However,  the  monitoring  is  currently  anticipated  to  be 
limited  to  enforcement  (to  ensure  that  development  and  other  land  uses  conform  to  the  lease  or  permit 
terms  and  the  conditions  of  approval),  reclamation  success  (including  how  it  relates  to  restrictions  on 
the  amount  of  surface  allowed  to  be  disturbed  at  any  one  time  atop  the  plateau  [i.e.,  350  acres]),  and 
vegetation  and  range  conditions  (because  of  their  importance  to  soil,  water  quality,  wildlife,  and 
livestock).  Management  objectives  for  vegetation  resources  are  presented  in  Table  2-1  of  the  Proposed 
Plan/Final  EIS. 


Response: 


Topic:  Onsite  Travel  Management 


20)  How  will  BLM  decide  which  roads  will  be  closed  versus  left  open?  How  will  BLM  manage,  and 
Comment  fund  the  management  of,  the  great  increase  in  road  miles?  Why  not  have  a  central  road  system  down  the 
text:  ridges  with  spur  roads  to  stock  watering  facilities?  The  spur  roads  could  then  be  reclaimed,  with 
overland  travel  for  future  rancher  trips  to  the  facilities. 


20)  BLM  has  identified  route  segments  to  be  closed  under  the  various  alternatives  (see  alternative- 
specific  management  maps  in  Appendix  A  of  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS). 
Regarding  the  ’’increase  in  road  miles”  and  a  “central  road  system,”  note  that  the  Proposed  Plan  is 
Response:  estimated  to  result  in  many  fewer  miles  of  new  or  upgraded  access  roads  due  to  the  phased  and 

clustered  development  atop  the  plateau  and  management  toward  similar  clustering  below  the  rim  (e.g., 
see  Table  4-2  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS).  The  Proposed  Plan  concept  of  focusing  development  on 
ridgetops  would  approximate  the  system  advocated  in  the  comment. 


Topic:  Transportation  and  Access 

Comment  21)  Since  the  base  right-of-way  on  Cow  Creek  Road  is  held  by  CDOW,  what  effect  will  this  have  on 
text:  heavy  truck  traffic? 


Response: 


21)  BLM  looks  forward  to  working  with  CDOW,  local  communities,  counties,  and  industry  on 
transportation  management  issues  outside  the  Planning  Area. 


Topic:  Rangeland  Management  and  Health 

22)  Nowhere  does  the  Draft  state  what  allotments  are  below  Proper  Functioning  Condition.  Is  it  safe  to 
Comment  say  that,  due  to  oil  and  gas  development,  some  or  all  of  the  existing  permittees  will  be  required  to  take  a 
text:  reduction  in  their  grazing  permit?  The  impact  tables  do  not  assign  a  numerical  value  in  terms  of  permit 
reduction  to  the  terms  minor  and  moderate.  Are  they  the  same  as  for  vegetation? 


Response: 


22)  Proper  Functioning  Condition  (PFC)  only  refers  to  riparian  systems.  Therefore,  only  allotments 
that  contain  such  features  would  reference  this  condition.  Current  conditions  of  allotments,  in  terms  of 
results  of  land  health  assessments  and  monitoring,  are  discussed  in  detail  in  Section  3. 5. 4. 3  in  the  Draft 
RMPA/EIS.  Impacts  to  permittees  from  all  other  management  actions  under  all  five  alternatives  are 
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discussed  in  Section  4.5.4  and  are  summarized  in  Table  4-37  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  As  the  location 
of  oil  and  gas  facilities  is  not  known  at  the  time  of  the  impact  analysis,  numerical  values  in  terms  of 
potential  permit  reductions  can  not  be  calculated.  Definitions  tor  the  impact  level  terms  used  in  this 
discussion  are  presented  in  Section  4.5.4.  Definitions  for  the  impact  level  terms  as  applied  to 
vegetation  are  located  in  Section  4.3.1. 


Topic:  Recreation 

„  23)  It  appears  that  BLM  is  violating  FLPMA  by  placing  such  a  low  value  on  recreation  uses  because 

ommen  ^gy  don't  involve  payment  of  a  fee.  There  appears  to  be  no  thought  to  developing  Hubbard  Mesa  as  an 
*  SRMA  except  on  paper.  Is  that  true? 

23)  The  level  of  emphasis  given  to  recreation  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  was  unrelated  to  the  lack  of  a  fee 
but  rather  reflected  BLM's  conclusion  regarding  the  appropriate  balance  between  the  various  multiple 
uses  being  considered.  BLM  views  the  Transfer  Act  as  requiring  that  the  lands  of  NOSRs  1  and  3  be 
made  available  to  oil  and  gas  leasing,  within  the  context  of  FLPMA.  BLM  policies,  and  environmental 
laws.  Also,  the  National  Energy  Policy  places  an  emphasis  on  development  of  domestic  sources  of  oil 
and  gas.  Because  of  the  relatively  limited  development  atop  the  plateau  under  any  of  the  alternatives 
during  the  20-year  planning  period.  BLM  believes  that  most  of  the  current  types  and  levels  of 
Response:  recreational  use  will  continue  (Section  4.5.3).  This  is  especially  true  under  the  Proposed  Plan  because 
of  the  requirement  for  phased  and  clustered  development,  further  reducing  impacts  on  top  and  limiting 
development  to  one  area  at  a  time.  Regarding  the  SRMA,  BLM  does  not  understand  what  "except  on 
paper”  means.  However,  it  is  true  that  BLM  has  received  considerable  input  indicating  the  desire  for 
managing  Hubbard  Mesa  to  be  used  to  meet  the  demand  for  off-route  travel  (open  travel  play). 
Consequently,  the  Proposed  Plan  would  not  designate  a  Hubbard  Mesa  SRMA  but  instead  would 
designate  a  Hubbard  Mesa  OHV  Riding  Area.  BLM  recognizes  that  any  management  scenario  for 
Hubbard  Mesa  needs  to  include  steps  to  protect  adjacent  private  property  owners. 


Topic:  Recreation 

Comment  24)  What  will  be  the  long-term  effects  on  Garfield  County  of  a  shift  from  back-country  to  front- 
text:  country/rural  recreation?  Will  the  long-term  recreation  consist  of  driving  on  dirt  and  gravel  roads? 

24)  The  effect  is  not  expected  to  be  significant  in  terms  of  economics,  because  uses  may  shift  in 
location  and  participants  but  are  not  expected  to  diminish  in  intensity.  Regarding  road  surfaces,  the 
major  access  roads  on  top  of  the  plateau  may  have  some  type  of  improved  surface  to  reduce  dust 
Response:  generation  and  improve  all-weather  travel.  However,  those  determinations  will  not  be  made  until 
specific  lessee(s)  have  been  identified,  the  area  to  be  developed  initially  has  been  identified,  and  a 
transportation  plan  has  been  developed.  While  some  users  would  not  like  to  travel  on  improved  roads, 
others  probably  would  prefer  the  better  accessibility. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

25)  The  Colorado  Mule  Deer  Association  supports  the  "Community  Alternative"  but  would  support 
leasing  on  top  of  the  plateau  if  it  includes:  640-acre  surface  density;  phased  development  starting  at  one 
end  and  working  systematically  across;  a  limit  of  three  active  pads  at  any  one  time  atop  the  plateau  and 
four  at  any  one  time  below  the  rim;  leasing  of  new  blocks  only  as  other  blocks  are  being  drilled  out; 
Comment  active  drilling  year-round  with  no  timing  limitations;  piping  of  drilling  water  rather  than  hauling;  a 

text-  monitorin§  Pr°gram  implemented  for  surface  water,  groundwater,  air  quality,  vegetation,  and  big  game; 
’  a  study  on  the  effectiveness  of  cementing  a  well  when  it  is  abandoned;  a  guarantee  (bonding)  system 
that  follows  the  well  regardless  of  ownership;  revision  of  the  EIS  to  show  true  impacts;  revision  of  the 
EIS  to  explain  how  BLM  will  control  noxious  weeds;  establishment  of  four  ACECs;  establishment  of 
the  Hubbard  Mesa  SRMA;  establishment  of  the  Parachute  Creek  Watershed  Management  Area;  and 
reduction  in  the  steep  slope  maximum  from  50%  to  30%. 

25)  The  "Community  Alternative"  was  not  an  alternative  developed  and  analyzed  in  the  Draft 
Response:  RMPA/EIS.  However,  many  of  the  basic  components  of  the  "Community  Alternative"  were 

incorporated  in  various  combinations  in  the  five  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  Many 
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of  these  components  are  also  reflected  in  the  Proposed  Plan.  Please  see  Section  2.3.2  and  Table  2-1  of 
Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS,  which  addresses  most  of  the  specific  details  noted  in  this  comment. 

BLM  believes  that  the  Proposed  Plan  represents  a  high  degree  of  environmental  protection  while 
allowing  recovery  of  a  reasonable  amount  of  the  underlying  natural  gas  resource.  Specifically,  the 
Proposed  Plan  would  require  phased  and  clustered  development  on  top  of  the  plateau,  with  a  focus  on 
developing  along  ridgetops  and  out  of  the  environmentally  more  sensitive  stream  valleys.  Through  a 
reliance  on  directional  drilling,  up  to  seventeen  wells  would  be  collocated  on  a  single  pad,  with  a 
minimum  distance  of  0.5  mile  between  pads.  Compared  to  the  No  Action  alternative — which  would 
allow  some  drilling  on  top  in  areas  not  included  within  the  transferred  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserves — the 
Proposed  Plan  is  assumed  to  result  in  only  six  more  well  pads  (thirteen  versus  seven)  but  200  more 
wells.  The  effect  would  be  much  greater  gas  production  but  with  a  relatively  modest  increase  in 
environmental  impacts. 

Additionally,  the  Proposed  Plan  incorporates  a  number  of  special  management  designations  and 
protective  restrictions  previously  limited  to  the  environmentally  most  protective  alternative. 


Colorado  Native  Plant  Society,  Plateau  Chapter 

Topic:  Special  Status  Plants  and  Significant  Plant  Communities 

Comment  Prohibit  surface  disturbance  from  new  roads  and  drill  pads  to  prevent  direct  loss  of  rare  plant 
text:  populations  and  unique  natural  communities  and  to  prevent  invasion  of  exotic  species. 

BLM  believes  that  the  Proposed  Plan  represents  a  high  degree  of  environmental  protection  while 
accommodating  a  reasonable  amount  of  natural  gas  recovery.  Specifically,  the  Proposed  Plan  would 
require  phased  and  clustered  development  on  top  of  the  plateau,  with  a  focus  on  developing  along 
ridgetops  and  out  of  the  environmentally  more  sensitive  stream  valleys.  Through  a  reliance  on 
directional  drilling,  up  to  seventeen  wells  would  be  collocated  on  a  single  pad,  with  a  minimum 
distance  of  0.5  mile  between  pads.  Compared  to  the  No  Action  alternative — which  would  allow  some 
drilling  on  top  in  areas  not  included  within  the  transferred  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserves— the  Proposed 
Plan  is  assumed  to  result  in  only  six  more  well  pads  (thirteen  versus  seven)  but  200  more  wells.  The 
effect  would  be  much  greater  gas  production  but  with  a  relatively  modest  increase  in  environmental 
impacts.  Special  status  plants  and  significant  plant  communities  have  been  afforded  special 
Response:  management  considerations  and  protective  surface  use  restrictions  under  all  five  previously  analyzed 

alternatives  as  well  as  the  Proposed  Plan.  The  Proposed  Plan  comprises  the  same,  including  NGD/NSO 
restrictions  for  occupied  Candidate  plant  species  and  riparian/wetland  habitat;  SSR/CSU  restrictions  for 
occupied  habitat  for  special  status  plant  species  populations  and  significant  plant  communities,  hanging 
garden  habitat,  and  the  Parachute  Creek  High  Value  Watershed  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  in  the 
Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS).  In  addition,  special  management  for  these  resources  is  included  in  the 
ACEC  management  prescriptions  (Table  2-2)  and  the  Parachute  Creek  WMA  objective  (Table  2-3). 

The  Proposed  Plan  would  emphasize  implementation  of  an  integrated  weed  management  program 
(which  includes  mechanical,  biological,  and  chemical  methods)  to  deter  and  control  noxious  weeds. 
This  would  include  promoting  healthy  native  plant  communities  as  well  as  prevention,  inventory, 
detection,  monitoring,  and  specific  project  and  control  actions. 


Colorado  Natural  Heritage  Program 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  1)  The  scale  of  the  provided  maps  makes  it  difficult  to  adequately  evaluate  the  alternatives  for  impacts, 
text:  in  particular  no  map  shows  all  of  the  roads  present  in  the  planning  area,  including  the  top. 


Response: 


1)  The  maps  (31  through  34  of  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and  27of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS)  are 
necessarily  at  a  small  scale  and  hence  difficult  to  read.  Regarding  impacts,  please  note  that  it  is  not 
currently  known  precisely  which  road  segments  would  need  to  be  upgraded,  or  new  ones  built,  to 
provide  access  for  oil  and  gas  development. 


Topic:  Transportation  and  Access 
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Comment  ^  The  vaSue  *n  area  °f  road  reclamation.  We  were  unable  to  find  any  criteria  that  the  BLM 

will  use  to  make  the  decision  about  which  oil  and  gas  roads  will  remain  open  for  administrative  or 

t0\t* 

'  public  use,  rather  than  be  reclaimed. 

2)  The  Proposed  Plan  stipulates  that  travel  in  areas  affected  by  oil  and  gas  development  or  other  uses 
may  be  limited,  restricted,  or  closed  to  resolve  conflicts,  provide  for  public  safety,  and  provide  for 
Response:  orderly  oil  and  gas  operations.  New  routes  associated  with  oil  and  gas  or  other  uses  will  be  designated 
administrative  access  only,  unless  specific  objectives  for  other  resources  (e.g.,  recreational  travel  routes 
or  access  to  recreational  sites)  are  present  that  warrant  other  designations  on  a  case-by-case  basis. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  3)  It  is  unclear  to  the  CNHP  why  the  RMPA  does  not  include  a  wilderness  study  and  a  wild  and  scenic 
text:  river  suitability  assessment. 

3)  The  Roan  Plateau  Wilderness  Inventory  findings  (BLM  2002)  and  the  Roan  Plateau  eligibility  report 
Response:  for  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System  (BLM  2002e)  were  incorporated  by  reference  to  both 
the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 

Colorado  Trout  Unlimited 

Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Com^nt!  Supports  the  Community  Alternative. 

Thank  you  for  your  interest  in  the  BLM  land  use  planning  process  for  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area. 
The  "Community  Alternative"  was  not  an  alternative  developed  and  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS. 
Response:  However,  many  of  the  basic  components  of  the  "Community  Alternative"  were  incorporated  in  various 
combinations  in  the  five  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  Many  of  these  components  are 
also  reflected  in  the  Proposed  Plan  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS). 


Topic:  Special  Status  Fish  and  Wildlife 

Comment  ^  Under  Alternative  III,  potential  moderate  and  major  impacts  to  Colorado  cutthroat  trout  populations 


text: 


are  unacceptably  severe  and  contradict  and  ignore  ACEC  management  prescription  goals  stated  in 
Table  2-2d. 


1)  The  Proposed  Plan  manages  special  status  fish  and  wildlife  consistent  with  the  Colorado  Standards 
for  Public  Land  Health  and  implements  the  strategy  outlined  in  the  "Conservation  Agreement  and 
Strategy  for  Colorado  River  Cutthroat  Trout"  in  the  States  of  Colorado,  Utah,  and  Wyoming. 
Specifically,  the  plan  designates  the  Parachute  Creek  WMA  to  protect  ecosystem  integrity  and  function 
related  to  the  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout  and  supporting  factors  through  management  actions  and 
SSR/CSU.  The  Proposed  Plan  also  provides  NGD/NSO  protections  for  areas  of  high-value  watershed 
#  processes,  including  both  “high-risk”  and  “moderate-risk”  areas  as  those  terms  were  used  in  the  Draft 
p  ’  RMPA/EIS.  Furthermore,  the  requirement  for  phased  and  clustered  development  atop  the  plateau 

would  also  include  an  emphasis  on  location  of  surface  facilities  along  ridgetops  with  existing  roadways 
as  another  means  of  reducing  impacts  to  streams.  Additionally,  the  designation  of  two  stream-based 
ACECs  (East  Fork  Parachute  Creek  and  Trapper/North  water  Creek)  for  which  the  trout  is  one  of  the 
relevant  and  important  values  provides  additional  management  emphasis.  A  variety  of  BMPs  and 
mitigation  measures  (Appendix  I)  would  be  implemented  to  protect  aquatic  habitat  from  unnecessary 
impacts. 


Topic:  Special  Status  Fish  and  Wildlife 

Comment  ^  11  seems  unlikely  that  the  overall  impacts  on  Special  Status  Fish  and  Wildlife  would  be  less  severe 
text>  from  the  oil  and  gas  development  management  action  than  from  the  management  actions  for  protection 
’  of  WSR-eligible  streams  and  Watershed  Management  Areas  (Alternative  III). 

.  2)  The  estimated  impact  level  s  to  special  status  fish  and  wildlife  species  were  summarized  in  Table  4- 
esponse.  ^  the  p)raft  rjvjpa/EIS  indicated  positive  (beneficial)  impacts  for  the  management  actions  but 
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negative  (adverse)  impacts  for  oil  and  gas  development.  This  may  have  confused  the  commenter. 


Topic:  Special  Status  Fish  and  Wildlife 


Comment 

text: 


3)  Colorado  Trout  Unlimited  believes  that  the  conservation  and  protection  of  the  habitat  and 
populations  of  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout  on  the  Roan  Plateau  remains  among  the  highest  priorities 
of  the  RMPA.  We  strongly  urge  the  BLM  to  keep  all  oil  and  gas  activity  off  the  top  of  the  Plateau. 


Response: 


3)  BLM  does  not  believe  that  the  Transfer  Act  allows  continued  unavailability  of  Federal  lands  atop  the 
plateau  for  oil  and  gas  development.  However,  the  Proposed  Plan  includes  a  variety  of  measures 
intended  to  provide  ample  protection  of  sensitive  resources  while  accommodating  a  reasonable  level  of 
oil  and  gas  development.  For  example,  the  plan  designates  the  Parachute  Creek  WMA  to  protect 
ecosystem  integrity  and  function  related  to  the  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout  and  supporting  factors 
through  management  actions  and  SSR/CSU.  The  Proposed  Plan  also  provides  NGD/NSO  protections 
for  areas  of  high-value  watershed  processes,  including  both  “high-risk”  and  “moderate-risk”  areas  as 
those  terms  were  used  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  Furthermore,  the  requirement  for  phased  and  clustered 
development  atop  the  plateau  would  also  include  an  emphasis  on  location  of  surface  facilities  along 
ridgetops  with  existing  roadways  as  another  means  of  reducing  impacts  to  streams.  Additionally,  the 
designation  of  two  stream-based  ACECs  (East  Fork  Parachute  Creek  and  Trapper/North  water  Creek) 
for  which  the  trout  is  one  of  the  relevant  and  important  values  provides  additional  management 
emphasis.  A  variety  of  BMPs  and  mitigation  measures  (Appendix  I)  would  be  implemented  to  protect 
aquatic  habitat  from  unnecessary  impacts. 


Topic:  Water  Resources 

Comment  ^  ^  ar*d  &as  development  *n  the  Roan  Plateau  RMP  must  be  required  to  conform  to  basic  water 
text1  qmlity  stan(^ar^s-  The  Draft  RMPA/EIS  does  not  go  into  any  detail  as  what  these  BMPs  or  other 
'  sediment  control  requirements  might  be. 

4)  The  Proposed  Plan  would  manage  the  Planning  Area  to  meet  all  State  and  Federal  water  quality 
Response:  standards  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS)  and  apply  appropriate  BMPs 
(Appendix  I)  to  protect  these  resources. 


Topic:  Onsite  Travel  Management 

Comment  5)  The  use  of  OHVs  and  snowmobiles,  except  on  designated  routes,  is  unacceptable,  given  the  erosive 
text:  and  fragile  soils  of  the  area. 

5)  The  Proposed  Plan  would  provide  for  responsible  use  by  limiting  travel  to  designated  routes 
Response:  throughout  the  Planning  Area,  excluding  the  Hubbard  Mesa  OHV  riding  area  and  over-snow  travel  by 
snowmobile  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS). 


Topic:  Upland  Vegetation  and  Riparian/Wetland  Areas 

Comment  6)  Proper  reclamation  and  monitoring  are  vital.  The  simple,  vague,  and  inadequate  requirements  define 
text:  in  the  RMPA/EIS  are  inadequate. 

6)  The  Proposed  Plan  incorporates  a  number  of  specific  management  actions  (Section  2.3.1  in  the 
Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS),  as  well  as  BMPs,  reclamation  standards  (Appendix  I),  regular  monitoring 
Response:  requirements,  and  reclamation  success  criteria  (Appendix  J)  intended  to  reduce  long-term  physical 

impacts  of  oil  and  gas  development  and  other  ground-disturbing  activities,  as  well  as  encourage  more 
successful  reclamation  and  revegetation  of  these  areas. 


Topic:  Rangeland  Management  and  Health 

Comment  7)  Proper  range  management  will  help  maintain  and  improve  water  quality.  Fencing  and  otherwise 
text:  protecting  fragile  riparian  vegetation  and  important  upland  springs  is  extremely  important. 


Response: 


7)  The  Proposed  Plan  implements  grazing  systems  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed 
Plan/Final  EIS),  as  well  as  a  rangeland  resource  monitoring  plan  (Appendix  K)  and  grazing  guidelines 
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specific  to  riparian  areas  (Appendix  L)  that  would  result  in  riparian  areas  achieving  or  exceeding  PFC. 


Topic:  Upland  Vegetation  and  Riparian/Wetland  Areas 

Comment  g.  Noxious  weed  control  and  eradication  must  be  fully  integrated  into  all  aspects  of  the  RMPA. 
text: 

8)  The  Proposed  Plan  emphasizes  prevention,  inventory,  detection,  and  monitoring  and  project  actions 
as  part  of  an  integrated  weed  management  program  (which  includes  mechanical,  biological,  and 
esponse.  cjiemjcaj  C0np-01  techniques).  The  action  will  promote  natural  processes  and  healthy  native  plant 
communities  to  deter  noxious  weeds  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS). 


Topic:  Water  Resources 


Comment 

text: 


9)  Dust  control  from  any  development  is  also  very  important. 


9)  BLM  recognizes  the  importance  of  dust  control  for  a  variety  of  reasons.  The  transportation  plan  to 
be  developed  in  concert  with  successful  new  lessees  (if  any)  following  completion  of  the  RMPA 
Response:  process  will  address  methods  of  dust  suppression  that  balance  etticacy  with  a  goal  of  avoiding  or 
minimizing  adverse  impacts  on  other  resources  from  the  suppre'ssant  material  (e.g.,  transport  of 
magnesium  chloride  to  streams). 


Topic:  Water  Resources 

Comment  10)  Colorado  Trout  Unlimited  is  very  concerned  that  the  surface  water  quality  assessment  for  the 
text:  RMPA/EIS  is  based  largely  on  data  that  is  23  years  old. 

10)  Because  of  the  very  limited  amount  of  activity  atop  the  plateau  over  the  interim — mostly  consisting 
Response:  of  recreational,  ranching,  and  administrative  travel-BLM  does  not  believe  that  water  quality  is  likely  to 
have  changed  to  a  degree  that  would  warrant  a  new  sampling  program. 


Topic:  Hazardous  Materials 

11)  Concerned  that  the  EIS  essentially  dismisses  the  idea  that  there  could  be  any  significant  impact  to 
1  either  ground  or  surface  water  from  accidental  spills  or  releases  of  hazardous  materials  because  they 
'  have  clauses  in  their  planning  documents  against  it. 

1 1 )  Regarding  surface  water,  BLM  believes  that  the  potential  for  such  an  incident  in  a  location  that 
would  affect  streams  is  very  low.  Further,  the  unavoidable  uncertainties  about  the  exact  location,  scale, 
and  pace  of  oil  and  gas  development,  of  the  access  route(s)  to  be  used,  and  final  determinations 
regarding  haulage  of  chemical  products  or  produced  water  associated  with  oil  and  gas  development 
make  a  more  detailed  analysis  of  a  spill  of  an  unknown  quantity  in  an  unknown  stream  segment  at  a 
point  with  unknown  surface  flows  would  make  the  impact  analysis  highly  speculative.  On  the  other 
hand,  BLM  recognizes  that  such  a  spill  could  result  in  severe  impacts  to  aquatic  life,  both  at  the  point  of 
_  the  spill  or  discharge  and  for  an  unknown  distance  downstream.  As  described  in  Section  4.2.4. 1  of  the 
esponse.  pra^t  pjy[pA./EIS  and  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS,  no  alternative  would  allow  development  within  200 
meters  of  a  stream,  and  in  most  cases  the  setbacks  would  be  much  greater  because  of  the  extensive 
NGD/NSO  restrictions.  The  Proposed  Plan,  with  its  requirement  for  phased  and  clustered  development 
atop  the  plateau,  and  a  focus  on  ridgetop  development,  would  further  reduce  the  risk  of  contamination 
of  streams,  as  would  the  BMPs  and  mitigation  measures  described  in  Section  4.2.4. 1  and  presented  in 
Appendix  1  of  the  Final.  Regarding  groundwater,  BLM  believes  that  the  design  requirements  for  gas 
wells,  combined  with  the  existing  low  quality  and  limited  use  of  the  underlying  groundwater,  would 
minimize  the  risk  of  injury  to  aquifers  and  any  existing  or  reasonably  foreseeable  water  wells. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  12)  The  Draft  RMPA/EIS  gives  only  cursory  consideration  of  the  extremely  important  problems  of 
text:  monitoring,  mitigation,  and  enforcement. 
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12)  BLM  recognizes  the  importance  of  monitoring,  mitigation,  and  enforcement,  and  the  Proposed 
„  _  Plan/Final  EIS  provides  appendices  addressing  BMPs  and  mitigation  (Appendix  I)  and  monitoring 

F  ’  (Appendices  J  through  L).  However,  some  aspects  of  these  issues,  and  especially  that  of  enforcement, 
are  more  appropriate  as  implementation  criteria  than  as  planning  criteria. 


Topic:  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 


Comment  ^  Streams  eligible  for  WSR  designation  should  be  fully  protected  until  a  final  determination,  with  full 
text'  Pu^^c  Participation,  can  be  made.  No  leasing  should  be  made  in  these  watersheds  as  any  leasing  prior 
'  to  a  decision  could  preclude  an  appropriate  designation. 


Response: 


13)  The  Proposed  Plan  protects  rivers  and  corridors  totaling  7,883  acres  along  more  than  20  miles  of 
stream  length  within  the  Resource  Area  that  are  found  to  be  eligible  under  the  WSRA  by  not  allowing 
any  surface  disturbing  activities  that  might  impair  values,  until  a  suitability  analysis  has  been 
completed. 


Topic:  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 


Comment  14)  Contradictions  between  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and  the  2002  ACEC  report,  in  terms  of  the  width  of 
text:  estimated  buffer  zones  versus  protecting  entire  watersheds. 

14)  The  Proposed  Plan  incorporates  four  ACECs  as  well  as  the  Parachute  Creek  Watershed 
Management  Area  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS).  Management 
prescriptions  and  actions  for  both  special  designation  areas  are  detailed  in  Tables  2-2  and  2-3, 
Response:  respectively.  While  the  four  ACECs  occupy  a  somewhat  smaller  area  than  under  Alternative  II,  the 

basis  of  this  revision  was  a  more  refined  analysis  by  BLM  of  specific  areas  containing  the  relevant  and 
important  values  for  each  ACEC.  Thus,  a  comparable  level  of  management  emphasis  on,  and 
protection  of,  those  values  would  also  apply  despite  the  smaller  area. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  ^  CTU  supports  and  incorporates  by  reference  comments  submitted  by  the  Colorado  Wildlife 

j  Federation,  and  Colorado  Mule  Deer  Association  as  well  as  collective  comments  submitted  by  the 
tcxti  .  J 

’  Wilderness  Society  and  the  Colorado  Environmental  Coalition. 


Response: 


15)  The  Proposed  Plan  has  addressed  all  such  comments,  often  by  incorporation,  as  well  as  by  utilizing 
current  and  up-to-date  data  received  during  the  development  of  the  RMPA. 


Colorado  Wildlife  Federation 


Topic:  General  Comment 

1)  While  the  descriptions  of  resources  and  impacts  are  generally  good,  the  document  is  very  confusing, 
Comment  and  the  alternatives  are  particularly  difficult  to  compare  and  contrast.  For  example,  deferred  drilling  is 
text:  included  as  an  environmentally  protective  measure  in  Alternative  III  but  is  not  part  of  Alternative  II, 
which  is  the  environmentally  most  protective  alternative. 

1)  Thank  you  for  your  interest  in  the  BLM  land  use  planning  process  for  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning 
Area.  BLM  regrets  that  the  high  degree  of  environmental  and  management  complexity  under  any  of  the 
alternatives  makes  a  simple  document  impossible  to  achieve  without  sacrificing  needed  detail.  Tables 
Response:  S-2,  2-1,  and  4-2,  among  others,  were  included  specifically  to  help  compare  and  contrast  the 

alternatives,  and  the  text  of  Chapter  2  provides  specific  comparisons.  Please  note  that  the  Proposed 
Plan/Final  EIS  is  shorter  and  simpler  due  to  its  emphasis  on  the  Proposed  Plan,  with  selected 
comparisons  to  the  other  alternatives. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  ^  Some  of  the  terms  used  are  very  misleading.  For  example,  No  Ground  Disturbance  (NGD)  actually 
allows  ground  disturbance  of  up  to  2  years.  The  entire  area  of  an  NGD  should  be  protected  from 
’  ground  disturbance,  with  only  rare  and  fully  justified  exceptions. 
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Response: 


2)  Blanket  prohibitions  on  ground  disturbance  in  NSO  areas  (and  NGD  areas  under  this  RMPA/EIS)  are 
inconsistent  with  BLM  policies,  which  recognize  that  temporary  disturbances  (effects  lasting  up  to  2 
years)  do  not  necessarily  compromise  the  resource  values  being  protected  by  the  NGD/NSO. 

NGD/NSO  restrictions  only  apply  to  specific  resources  and  do  not  apply  where  the  resource  value  being 
protected  is  either  not  present  at  a  specific  area  or  would  not  be  affected  by  a  specific  activity.  The 
Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  attempts  to  clarify  the  situations  under  which  NGD/NSO  restrictions  might  not 
apply.  However,  note  that  any  such  situation  would  require  documentation  that  the  resource  value 
being  protected  by  the  NGD/NSO  would  continue  to  be  adequately  protected. 


Topic:  General  Comment 


3)  There  were  no  criteria  for  identifying  the  circumstances  in  which  resource  protection  measures 
Comment  would  be  applied.  The  resultant  uncertainty  about  how,  when,  and  where  the  measures  would  be 

text:  applied,  combined  with  the  statements  that  the  preferred  alternative  could  differ  substantially  from  any 
of  the  five  analyzed,  may  not  provide  the  specificity  required  by  NEPA. 


Response: 


3)  BLM  believes  that  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  provide  the  specificity 
required  by  NEPA.  Regarding  criteria  for  identifying  circumstances  in  which  resource  protection 
measures  would  be  applied,  the  Draft  and  Final  describe  two  general  types  of  protections:  (a) 
restrictions  on  surface  use,  such  as  NGD/NSO,  SSR/CSU,  and  TL,  which  apply  to  activities  (Appendix 
C),  and  (b)  BMPs,  management  prescriptions,  and  mitigation  measures,  which  apply  when  BLM 
determines  that  these  are  required  by  law  or  regulation,  required  by  BLM  policies,  or  involving  long¬ 
term  surface  disturbing  activities,  or  are  necessary  to  provide  adequate  protection  of  identified  resource 
values  (Appendix  I). 


Topic:  General  Comment 

4)  During  scoping,  the  public  clearly  expressed  a  strong  desire  to  preserve  the  natural  resource,  hunting, 
Comment  recreation,  and  scenic  values  of  the  lands  above  the  rim.  The  Draft  fails  to  consider  an  alternative  that 
text:  would  close  the  area  atop  the  plateau  to  oil  and  gas.  An  alternative  that  fully  protects  these  lands  with 
an  NSO/NGD  designation  should  be  considered. 

4)  Alternative  I  (No  Action)  would  include  almost  all  of  the  area  on  top  of  the  plateau  in  a  “no-lease” 
area  for  oil  and  gas  (see  Section  2.3.1  of  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS).  For  the  other  alternatives,  BLM  does 
not  believe  that  an  NGD/NSO  on  the  entire  upper  plateau  is  either  (a)  consistent  with  the  Transfer  Act, 
which  specifies  that  the  NOSRs  are  to  be  made  available  for  oil  and  gas  leasing  and  development  within 
Response:  the  context  of  multiple-use  management  under  FLPMA  and  BLM  policies  or  (b)  needed  to  provide 
appropriate  levels  of  protection  of  the  natural  resource,  hunting,  recreation,  and  scenic  values. 
Additionally,  the  Proposed  Plan,  with  its  requirement  for  phased  and  clustered  development,  would 
reduce  impacts  atop  the  plateau  to  levels  lower  than  under  any  of  the  five  alternatives  in  the  Draft 
RMPA/EIS,  including  No  Action.  Please  see  Table  4-2  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 


Topic:  Areas  Managed  to  Protect  Wilderness  Character  or  Specific  Wilderness  Values 

Comment  5)  It  is  unclear  why  the  Draft  does  not  include  a  wilderness  study  and  a  wild  and  scenic  river  suitability 
text:  assessment. 

5)  The  Roan  Plateau  Wilderness  Inventory  findings  (BLM  2002)  and  the  Roan  Plateau  eligibility  report 
Response:  for  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System  (BLM  2002e)  were  incorporated  by  reference  to  both 
the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  The  DEIS  does  n0t  adecluately  exPlain  how  Alternative  III  was  selected  as  the  preferred  alternative, 
t.  and  the  assumption  that  the  80%  threshold  would  not  be  reached  for  perhaps  16  years  or  more  is  not 
'  realistic  given  current  drilling  rates. 

Response-  ^  BLM  selected  Alternative  III  as  representing  the  best  balance  between  multiple  allowable  uses  and, 
P  '  due  to  the  deferred  drilling,  as  providing  an  opportunity  for  drilling  technologies  to  evolve  in  ways  that 
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would  reduce  the  amount  of  surface  disturbance  and  other  impacts  from  oil  and  gas  development.  BLM 
believed  that  the  estimate  of  16  years  was  reasonable,  given  current  development  rates  and  the 
assumptions  used,  although  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  also  noted  that  the  threshold  could  be  met  sooner  or 
later  than  that  timeframe  (see  Section  2.3.3).  As  part  of  Consultation  and  Coordination  process 
following  publication  of  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS,  it  became  evident  that  sufficient  technology  already 
exists  to  allow  BLM  to  rely  on  directional  drilling  as  a  basis  for  requiring  phased  and  clustered 
development  atop  the  plateau.  Thus,  the  Proposed  Plan  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  would  minimize 
impacts  to  sensitive  resources  through  a  resultant  surface  density  of  one  pad  per  1 60  acres,  with  up  to 
seventeen  wells  per  pad,  and  with  location  of  surface  facilities  primarily  along  ridgetops  with  existing 
roadways.  BLM  believes  that  this  approach  will  achieve  an  appropriate  balance  between  protection  of 
sensitive  resources  and  recovery  of  the  underlying  natural  resource,  without  the  need  for  deferral. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  5)  Impacts  are  underestimated  because  of  unrealistic  assumptions  about  drilling  rates  and  surface 
text:  densities. 


Response: 


5)  BLM  believes  that  the  assumptions  about  drilling  rates  are  realistic  and  reasonable.  These  were 
derived  from  current  drilling  rates  and  from  the  assumptions  used  in  the  RFD,  modified  by  applying 
restrictions  on  surface  use,  other  environmental  protections,  seasonal  limitations,  and  the  availability  of 
drill  rigs. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  6)  The  Draft  does  not  adequately  address  cumulative  impacts.  For  example,  the  White  River  planning 
text:  area  is  almost  totally  leased. 

6)  Cumulative  impacts  are  discussed  in  connection  with  overall  impacts  for  most  of  the  resource 
Response:  sections  in  Chapter  4.  The  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  includes  some  additional  information  on 
cumulative  impacts,  such  as  with  regard  to  wildlife.  See  Section  4.3.2. 


Topic:  General  Comment 


Comment 

text: 


7)  The  Draft  does  not  adequately  consider  slant  (diagonal)  drilling. 


Response: 


7)  The  Draft  RMPA/EIS  used  assumptions  about  directional  drilling  available  through  the  RFD  process 
at  the  time  of  its  initial  preparation.  However,  the  revised  RFD  (Appendix  H  of  the  Proposed 
Plan/Final  EIS)  and  the  Proposed  Plan  specifically  rely  on  a  high  degree  of  clustering  through 
directional  drilling.  The  Proposed  Plan  would  reduce  well  surface  densities  to  one  pad  per  160  acres 
atop  the  Plateau  through  a  minimum  spacing  of  0.5  mile  and  would  manage  toward  a  similar  average 
density  below  the  rim. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  8)  The  Draft  does  not  adequately  consider  restriction  on  the  number  of  pads  in  operation  at  any  one 
text:  time  or  the  use  of  pipelining  rather  than  hauling  of  water. 


Response: 


8)  Te  Proposed  Plan  requires  phased  and  clustered  development  atop  the  plateau,  and  manages  toward  a 
high  degree  of  clustering  below  the  cliffs,  to  reduce  the  number  of  pads  compared  to  the  other 
alternatives  (e.g.,  see  Table  4-2  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS).  Whether  a  pipeline  or  hauling  of  water 
will  be  used  to  deliver  water  to  drilling  operations  remains  an  uncertainty  and  will  depend  in  part  on 
the  lessee(s)  atop  the  plateau — assuming  future  development  there — and  specifics  of  where  drilling  will 
be  initiated. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  ^  Because  °f  the  deficiencies,  none  of  the  alternatives  is  acceptable  with  regard  to  fish  and  wildlife 
text*  conservati°n-  BLM  should  release  a  revised  document  that  includes  components  of  the  "Roan  Plateau 
'  Community  Alternative"  including:  (l)deferred  leasing  on  top  of  the  Plateau,  (2)  expansion  of 
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permanent  protective  stipulations  including  no  ground  disturbing  activities  on  certain  lands,  (3) 
protection  of  the  Hubbard  Mesa  SRMA  for  recreational  use  with  drilling  NSO  stipulations  and  addition 
of  a  32,639  acre  SRMA  on  top  of  the  Plateau  for  protection  of  backcountry  opportunities,  and  (4)  use  of 
BMPs  to  protect  important  public  and  natural  resources. 


Response: 


9)  The  "Community  Alternative"  was  not  an  alternative  developed  and  analyzed  in  the  Draft 
RMPA/EIS.  However,  many  of  the  basic  components  of  the  "Community  Alternative"  were 
incorporated  in  various  combinations  in  the  five  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  Many 
of  these  components  are  also  reflected  in  the  Proposed  Plan  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed 
Plan/Final  EIS).  The  Proposed  Plan  emphasizes  balance  in  managing  for  a  variety  of  multiple  resource 
uses  incorporating  outcome-based  adaptive  management,  including  a  systematic,  phased  and  clustered 
oil  and  gas  development  within  a  Federal  Unit.  As  described  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS,  this 
approach  would  include  a  minimum  of  0.5  mile  between  well  pads,  with  up  to  seventeen  wells  per  pad 
and  the  placement  of  most  oil  and  gas  facilities  along  existing  ridgetop  roadways.  It  also  would  include 
extensive  areas  of  NGD/NSO  and  SSR/CSU  restrictions  to  protect  a  variety  of  resources,  designation  of 
four  ACECs  and  the  Parachute  Creek  Watershed  Management  Area,  restriction  of  motorized  and 
mechanized  travel  to  designated  routes  (except  for  over-snow  travel  by  snowmobile),  use  of  BMPs  and 
mitigation  measures,  and  application  of  weed  control  and  performance-based  reclamation  standards. 
BLM  believes  that,  taken  together,  these  measures  and  actions  would  provide  ample  protection  of 
sensitive  ecological,  hydrological,  and  recreational  resources  atop  the  plateau  while  accommodating  a 
reasonable  level  of  natural  gas  production. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  10)  The  map  scale  is  too  small  to  allow  adequate  evaluation  by  the  reader.  All  maps  should  have  the 
text:  rim  line  on  them. 


Response: 


10)  BLM  realizes  that  the  necessarily  small  scale  of  the  maps  presents  some  difficulties.  While  adding 
the  rim  line  to  every  map  might  be  beneficial  to  some  readers,  BLM  was  concerned  about  making  the 
maps  too  cluttered,  given  their  small  scale.  Hopefully,  most  readers  can  estimate  the  rim’s  location  by 
the  drainage  patterns  or  other  features  or  by  comparison  with  maps  showing  the  rim  line. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  ^  ^  BLM  should  require  clustered  drilling  and  directional  drilling  to  reduce  impacts,  prohibit  new  roads 
text*  °n  slopes  greater  than  30  percent,  close  and  reclaim  all  closed  or  upgraded  roads  as  soon  as  they  are  no 
'  longer  used  for  oil  and  gas,  and  require  drilling  methods  that  don't  result  in  disposal  pits. 

1 1)  The  Proposed  Plan  (see  Section  2.3  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS)  would  require  phased  and 
clustered  development  atop  the  plateau,  with  clustering  of  up  to  seventeen  wells  per  pad  by  the  use  of 
directional  drilling,  and  would  manage  toward  a  comparable  surface  density  (one  pad  per  160  acres) 
below  the  rim.  Regarding  disposal  pits,  BLM  believes  that,  in  most  instances,  burial  of  the  cuttings  is 
environmentally  safe.  Where  questions  about  safety  exist — such  as  in  relative  proximity  to  a 
Response*  drainage“ BLM  can  require  that  the  pits  be  lined  or,  in  other  situations,  transported  to  a  different 
p  ‘  location  for  disposal.  No  hazardous  materials  may  be  buried  in  disposal  pits  (see  Section  4.5.5 

regarding  offsite  disposal  of  these  materials).  Regarding  roads,  all  of  the  alternatives  would  prohibit 
roads  on  slopes  steeper  than  30  percent  in  areas  subject  to  severe  erosion.  Road  alignment  and  design 
(including  stabilization  and  revegetation  of  temporarily  disturbed  areas)  are  subject  to  BLM  review  and 
approval.  Note  that  one  aspect  of  the  Proposed  Plan  for  the  area  atop  the  plateau  is  to  focus 
development  on  ridgetops  with  slopes  of  20  percent  or  less. 


Topic:  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 

C°mitext*  12^  The  three  areas  having  wilderness  characteristics  and  four  ACECs  should  be  protected. 

12)  The  Proposed  Plan  incorporates  the  four  ACECs  under  Alternative  II  of  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS, 
Response:  although  with  slightly  different  footprints.  While  the  four  ACECs  occupy  a  somewhat  smaller  area 
than  under  Alternative  II,  the  basis  of  this  revision  was  a  more  refined  analysis  by  BLM  of  specific 
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areas  containing  the  relevant  and  important  values  for  each  ACEC.  Thus,  a  comparable  level  of 
management  emphasis  on,  and  protection  of,  those  values  would  also  apply  despite  the  smaller  area. 
Regarding  wilderness  characteristics,  BLM  has  concluded  that  special  management  for  areas  having 
these  characteristics  is  not  warranted.  However,  please  note  that  the  Proposed  Plan  (see  Section  2.3  of 
the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS)  uses  phased  and  clustered  development  atop  the  plateau,  and  focuses 
development  on  ridgetops.  These  measures,  recommended  by  CDNR  during  the  Consultation  and 
Coordination  process,  limit  impacts  during  the  20-year  planning  period  to  a  relatively  small  part  of  the 
upper  plateau,  thereby  helping  to  maintain  wilderness  character  in  other  areas. 


Topic:  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 


Comment 

text: 


13)  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  should  be  fully  protected  until  a  suitability  decision  is  made. 


13)  BLM  is  required  to  continue  that  level  of  protection  under  all  alternatives,  including  the  Proposed 
Response:  Plan.  Alternative  V  assumes  that  a  determination  of  unsuitability  will  be  made,  for  the  purposes  of 
impact  analysis  only. 


Topic:  Onsite  Travel  Management 

Comment  14)  BLM  should  evaluate  the  road  system  and  aim  for  the  minimum  road  length  necessary.  This  would 
text:  entail  closing  redundant  routes,  routes  with  no  purpose,  illegal  routes,  and  roads  in  sensitive  areas. 


14)  The  Proposed  Plan  (Section  2.3  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS)  would  result  in  much  less 
construction  of  new  or  upgraded  access  roads  due  to  its  requirement  for  phased  and  clustered 
Response:  development,  as  well  as  the  focus  on  development  along  ridgetops  where  most  existing  roads  are 

located.  The  Proposed  Plan  would  also  result  in  closure  of  28  miles  of  existing  routes  above  the  rim, 
versus  an  estimated  16  miles  of  new  or  upgraded  oil  and  gas  access  roads. 


Topic:  Other  Minerals 

Comment  15)  More  details  are  needed  on  the  process  for  determining  when  sales  of  other  minerals  would  be 
text:  made.  This  should  be  a  public  process. 

Response:  15)  This  information  is  presented  in  Section  3.5.6  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 


Topic:  Recreation 


16)  BLM  should  adopt  a  "closed  unless  posted  open"  policy  for  the  planning  area.  Trails  designated  as 
Comment  open  should  be  clearly  marked,  BLM  should  monitor  and  enforce  adequately,  and  sensitive  habitats 
text:  (wetlands  and  riparian  areas)  should  be  protected.  All  mechanized  travel,  including  snowmobiles, 
should  be  limited  to  designated  routes. 


Response: 


16)  For  the  Proposed  Plan,  BLM  has  retained  the  limitation  under  Alternatives  II  through  V  of  the  Draft 
RMPA/EIS  restricting  motorized  and  mechanized  travel  to  designated  routes,  except  that  (a)  over-snow 
travel  by  snowmobiles  would  be  allowed  with  a  minimum  of  12  inches  of  snow  cover  and  (b)  the 
Hubbard  Mesa  OHV  riding  area  would  be  designated  as  “open”  for  cross-country  travel.  If  off-route 
travel  by  snowmobiles  should  become  an  environmental  issue,  BLM  can  reevaluate  that  travel 
limitation. 


Topic:  Special  Status  Fish  and  Wildlife 

Comment  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout  habitats  should  be  protected  by  no  surface  disturbance  in  watershed 
text*  conta‘n'n§  conservation  populations,  and  BLM  should  cooperate  with  CDOW  in  eliminating  brook 
'  trout  from  streams  where  they  are  also  present. 

16)  The  Proposed  Plan  includes  protective  stipulations  and  other  restrictions  that  apply  to  sensitive 

„  resource  values  in  the  two  stream-based  ACECs  (East  Fork  Parachute  Creek  and  Trapper/North  water 

Response* 

*  Creek)  and  the  Parachute  Creek  Watershed  Management  Area,  as  well  as  NGD/NSO  restrictions  for 
both  occupied  and  high-value  habitat  for  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout.  Note  that  the  last  item 
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includes  areas  described  as  “high-risk”  and  “moderate-risk”  watershed  process.  Please  see  Tables  2-1, 
2-2,  and  2-3  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS.  BLM  has  already  implemented  removal  of  brook  trout 
from  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout  habitat  in  accordance  with  Colorado  River  Cutthroat  Trout 
Conservation  Agreement  and  Conservation  Strategy. 


Topic:  Upland  Vegetation  and  Riparian/Wetland  Areas 

Comment  17)  BLM  should  be  committed  to  implementing  an  integrated  weed  management  program  regardless  of 
text:  the  alternative  selected  and  should  maintain  grasslands  to  retain  mid-  to  late-seral  stages. 

1 7)  The  Proposed  Plan  would  emphasize  implementation  of  an  integrated  weed  management  program 
(which  includes  mechanical,  biological,  and  chemical  methods)  to  deter  and  control  noxious  weeds. 
Response:  This  would  include  promoting  healthy  native  plant  communities  as  well  as  prevention,  inventory, 

detection,  monitoring,  and  specific  project  and  control  actions.  Vegetation  management  objectives  are 
described,  by  community,  in  Table  2-4. 


Topic:  Upland  Vegetation  and  Riparian/Wetland  Areas 

18)  The  discussion  of  Ecological  Condition  Rating  is  confusing.  What  is  the  difference  between  50% 

omment  an(j  7qo/o  ECR?  If  70%  is  the  best  level  achievable,  then  that  should  be  the  goal  for  the  entire  planning 
text: 

area. 


Response: 


1 8)  Ecological  Condition  Rating  (ECR)  values  refer  to  an  estimated  percent  of  potential  an  area 
represents  as  compared  to  a  baseline  or  reference  area.  This  is  further  explained  in  Section  2.3.3  in  the 
Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS.  Under  the  Proposed  Plan,  vegetation  would  be  managed  to  achieve  a  diverse 
native  species  composition  and  productivity,  characterized  by  specific  objectives  for  the  ten-most 
extensive  plant  communities  in  the  Planning  Area  (Table  2-4)  and  be  maintained  at,  or  restored  to,  at 
least  a  70  percent  Ecological  Condition  Rating  (ECR).  Ecological  Site  Inventories  (ESIs)  (or  an 
equivalent  ecological  condition  monitoring  system)  would  be  established  to  support  assessments  against 
these  objectives  and  condition  rating,  based  on  Natural  Resource  Conservation  Service  (NRCS) 
procedures  and  standards.  These  inventories  would  incorporate  existing  and  new  soils  and  vegetation 
data  to  represent  these  vegetation  communities.  Activity  siting  decisions,  project  proposals,  and 
mitigation  requirements  for  approving  permits  and  COAs  would  take  into  account  these  vegetation 
standards  and  objectives. 


Topic:  Upland  Vegetation  and  Riparian/Wetland  Areas 

19)  Frankly,  BLM  and  the  oil  and  gas  industry  have  a  terrible  record  of  reclamation  success.  BLM 
must  commit  to  full  reclamation  of  all  disturbed  sites.  All  of  the  reclamation  requirements  for  the  most 
sensitive  areas  should  be  applied  throughout  the  planning  area.  BLM  should  set  reclamation  standards 
Comment  comparable  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers  standard  of  80%  native  canopy  cover  after  3  years.  Reclamation 
text:  should  require  adequate  soil  preparation  and  testing  and  use  only  locally  adapted  and  weed-free  native 
seeds.  A  reclamation  plan  should  be  prepared  for  the  planning  area.  The  best  time  to  seed  on  the  west 
slope  is  late  summer/early  fall  (Aug-Sep-Oct)  due  to  summer  monsoons.  The  Draft  suggests  seeding 
methods  more  appropriate  for  the  east  slope. 

19)  Fall  and  early  winter  reclamation  seeding  was  considered  an  impact  analysis  assumption  in  Section 
4.3.1  in  the  Final.  This  is  an  appropriate  technique  for  the  entire  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area,  which 
experiences  very  diverse  revegetation  conditions  depending  on  whether  a  disturbed  site  is  located  atop 
#  the  Plateau  or  below  the  rim.  The  Proposed  Plan  incorporates  a  number  of  specific  management  actions 
P  '  (Section  2.3.1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS),  as  well  as  BMPs  and  standard  reclamation  practices 

(Appendix  I),  regular  monitoring  requirements,  and  reclamation  success  criteria  (Appendix  J)  intended 
to  reduce  the  area  of  long-term  physical  impacts  of  any  ground-disturbing  activities,  including  oil  and 
gas  development,  as  well  as  encourage  more  successful  reclamation  and  revegetation  of  these  areas. 


Topic:  Upland  Vegetation  and  Riparian/Wetland  Areas 

Comment  20)  The  BLM  reclamation  bond  of  $150,000  is  woefully  inadequate  for  a  site  with  several  thousand 
text:  wells  and  associated  surface  disturbance,  and  in  an  area  of  notably  difficult  reclamation.  BLM  should 
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clarify  how  it  will  ensure  that  the  necessary  money  is  available  for  reclamation  and  should  consider 
site-specific  bonding  funded  by  the  industry. 

20)  A  number  of  components  of  the  Proposed  Plan  address  reclamation.  Several  are  discussed  in  the 
answer  to  comment  #19.  These  also  include  limiting  surface  disturbance  from  oil  and  gas  due  to  the 
phased  and  clustered  development  within  the  Undivided  Federal  Unit  on  top  of  the  Plateau.  In  addition. 
Response:  development  within  the  Undivided  Federal  Unit  stipulates  that  total  unreclaimed  lands  that  have  not 

met  the  5-year  reclamation  standard  (see  Appendix  J  for  reclamation  monitoring  standards  and  success 
criteria)  would  be  limited  to  1  percent  of  the  area  atop  the  plateau.  (This  standard  may  be  met  in  less 
than  5  years  with  a  variety  reclamation  measures,  but  must  be  met  within  a  5-year  time  limit.) 


Topic:  Water  Resources 


21)  The  document  erroneously  indicates  the  same  impact  levels  to  surface  water  under  Alternatives  III 
Comment  and  IV,  which  limit  NGD/NSO  areas  to  the  drainage  floors,  as  under  Alternative  II,  which  protects 
text:  much  farther  up  the  slopes  of  the  watershed.  This  should  be  corrected,  and  the  greater  protection  of 
Alternative  II  should  be  included  in  the  final  alternative. 


Response: 


21)  Without  disagreeing  with  the  comment,  BLM  continues  to  believe  that  an  impact  level  above 
moderate  (“major”)  would  be  too  high  a  rating  for  those  alternatives.  This  is  because  of  the  various 
protections  for  drainage  floors  and  watershed  slopes  not  necessarily  limited  to  NGD/NSO  restrictions  - 
e.g.,  SSR/CSU  restrictions  and  various  mitigation  measures  such  as  culverted  crossings  described  in 
Sections  2.3,  4.3.2,  4. 3.4. 2,  and  elsewhere.  Also,  please  see  Tables  2-1, 2-2,  and  2-3  of  the  Proposed 
Plan/Final  EIS. 


Topic:  Special  Status  Plants  and  Significant  Plant  Communities 

22)  A  high  level  of  protection  should  be  given  to  rare  plants.  There  should  be  no  ground-disturbing 
activities  near  these  plants  or  within  unique  plant  communities.  All  areas  should  be  surveyed  for  rare 
plants  prior  to  allowing  any  ground  disturbance.  Livestock  and  hiking  trails  should  not  be  allowed  near 
these  plants. 

22)  Special  status  plants  and  significant  plant  communities  have  been  afforded  special  management 
considerations  and  protective  surface  use  restrictions  under  all  five  previously  analyzed  alternatives  as 
well  as  the  Proposed  Plan.  The  Proposed  Plan  comprises  the  same,  including  NGD/NSO  restrictions 
R  t  for  occupied  Candidate  plant  species  and  riparian/wetland  habitat;  SSR/CSU  restrictions  for  occupied 

^  '  habitat  for  special  status  plant  species  populations  and  significant  plant  communities,  hanging  garden 

habitat,  and  the  Parachute  Creek  High  Value  Watershed  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed 
Plan/Final  EIS).  In  addition,  special  management  for  these  resources  is  included  in  the  ACEC 
management  prescriptions  (Table  2-2)  and  the  Parachute  Creek  WMA  objective  (Table  2-3). 


Comment 

text: 


Topic:  Special  Status  Fish  and  Wildlife 

Comment  23)  Abandoned  mine  shafts  and  caves  used  by  bats  for  roosting,  nesting,  or  hibernation  should  be 
text:  protected  from  disturbance. 

23)  All  of  the  alternatives  protect  the  caves  and  mine  shafts  and  adits.  While  these  may  be  closed  off  in 
Response:  the  future  for  public  safety,  that  would  be  accomplished  in  a  manner  that  allows  continued  access  by 
bats  (e.g.,  a  grate  closure  rather  than  a  solid  closure  at  the  mine  or  cave  entrance). 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 

24)  The  projected  33%  reduction  in  the  deer  population  under  Alternatives  III  and  IV  and  the  50% 
Comment  reduction  under  Alternative  V  are  unacceptable.  BLM  must  carefully  weigh  whether  resultant  impacts 
text:  on  hunting  due  to  deer  reductions  or  closures  in  areas  of  active  drilling  are  justifiable  considering  the 
severe  impacts  to  the  local  economy. 

24)  Regrettably,  as  explained  in  Section  4.3.2  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS,  the  33%  reduction  under 
Response:  Alternative  III  was  a  typographical  error.  The  Draft  RMPA/EIS,  on  page  4-83,  correctly  reports  the 
decrease  at  22.3%.  Also,  note  that  the  projected  decline  is  in  the  amount  of  winter  range,  or  carrying 
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capacity,  and  not  to  existing  deer  populations.  Further,  please  note  that  the  Proposed  Plan  is  projected 
to  result  in  an  18.7%  decline  in  winter  range.  This  number  reflects  revised  estimates  of  the  amount  of 
effective  habitat  loss  due  to  reduced  wildlife  use  in  areas  near  oil  and  gas  operations  (using  the  results 
of  studies  recommended  by  CDOW), combined  with  the  management  emphasis  under  the  Proposed  Plan 
regarding  clustering  of  wells  to  reduce  the  number  and  surface  density  of  well  pads. 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 

Comment  25)  The  winter  range  TL  should  be  5  months  and  have  no  exceptions.  The  habitat  in  Magpie  Gulch 
text:  must  be  protected  from  surface  disturbance,  not  just  a  TL. 

25)  The  Proposed  Plan  includes  a  5-month  TL  for  deer  and  elk  winter  range  and  includes  NGD/NSO 
Response:  restrictions  for  most  of  Magpie  Gulch  through  protections  for  wildlife  security  areas,  steep  slopes,  old- 
growth  Douglas-fir  forest,  visually  sensitive  viewsheds,  etc.  Please  see  Table  2-2. 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 

Comment  26)  The  fawning  and  calving  areas  atop  the  plateau  should  be  protected,  including  livestock  grazing 
text:  adjustments,  and  the  six  main  passageways  through  the  cliffs  should  be  protected  from  disturbance. 


Response: 


26)  The  cliff  passages  on  BLM  lands  would  be  protected  with  prohibitions  on  long-term  ground- 
disturbing  activities  under  the  Proposed  Plan  (see  Maps  18  and  19  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS). 
Since  fawning  and  calving  occur  as  dispersed  activities  across  essentially  the  entire  top  of  the  plateau 
and  portions  of  the  areas  below  the  rim,  rather  than  in  specific  and  discrete  “production  areas”  as 
sometimes  mapped  by  CDOW,  “protection”  is  impracticable  in  the  sense  of  no  impacts.  However,  the 
amount  of  habitat  loss,  including  both  direct  and  effective,  under  any  alternative  would  be  relatively 
minor  compared  to  the  entire  area  available.  More  importantly,  the  deferred  development  aspect  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative  was  intended  to  avoid  development  in  that  area  until  technologies  could  evolve 
further  to  minimize  impacts.  The  Proposed  Plan  approaches  the  same  issue  by  requiring  phased  and 
clustered  development  atop  the  plateau,  with  the  result  of  reducing  habitat  loss  and  areas  subject  to 
development  and  traffic  at  any  one  time  to  only  one  part  of  the  upper  plateau  at  a  time.  Please  see 
Section  4.3.2  and  Table  4-2  of  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 


Topic:  Rangeland  Management  and  Health 

Comment  27)  The  document  should  note  that  the  20-acre  surface  density  preferred  by  industry  will  practically 
text:  eliminate  grazing  due  to  the  area  of  pads  and  roads. 


Response: 


27)  Well  surface  densities  of  20-acres  are  not  included  in  any  of  the  Planning  Area  under  the  Proposed 
Plan.  Surface  densities  would  be  required  to  be  160  acres  atop  the  plateau  and  would  be  managed 
toward  a  comparable  density  below  the  rim,  but  with  a  minimum  of  40-acre  density.  Areas  of  long-  and 
short-term  disturbance  due  to  projected  oil  and  gas  development  are  summarized  in  Table  4-2  in  the 
Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  and  are  discussed  throughout  the  impact  analysis  in  Chapter  4,  including 
impacts  to  rangeland  management  and  health  in  Section  4.5.4. 


Topic:  Recreation 

Comment  28)  The  document  must  address  how  the  97%  decrease  in  backcountry  and  middle  country  recreational 
text:  opportunities  can  be  minimized  and  mitigated. 

28)  The  Proposed  Plan  does  not  assign  specific  Recreational  Opportunity  Spectrum  (ROS)  classes  to 
specific  areas  (see  Section  4.5.3  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS),  nor  would  recreation  be  specifically 
managed  for.  Instead,  the  recreational  experiences  and  outcomes  are  assumed  to  derive  from  the 
character  of  existing  oil  and  gas  development  at  any  one  time.  Under  the  Proposed  Plan,  a  requirement 
Response:  for  phased  and  clustered  development  atop  the  plateau,  and  a  focus  on  ridgetop  development,  would 

limit  areas  of  active  exploration  or  development  to  essentially  only  one  part  of  the  upper  plateau  at  any 
one  time,  leaving  the  remainder  available  for  current  types  of  recreation.  Even  in  areas  of  active 
development,  the  ridgetop  focus  would  keep  the  more  remote  and  natural  stream  valleys  relatively 
unaffected.  Because  of  uncertainties  about  where  oil  and  gas  development  on  top  would  be  initiated — 
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assuming  that  the  selected  alternative  includes  drilling  there — and  of  the  scale,  pace,  and  locations  at 
which  it  would  proceed,  BLM  has  determined  that  managing  for  ROS  classes  in  specific  areas  is 
impracticable.  Again,  however,  note  that  the  large  areas  in  which  long-term  ground-disturbing 
activities  would  be  prohibited  (e.g.,  see  Map  2  under  the  Proposed  Plan)  have  the  effect  of  maintaining 
current  types  of  recreational  opportunities  at  across  most  of  the  upper  plateau. 


Topic:  Special  Status  Fish  and  Wildlife 


Comment 

text: 


29)  The  0.125-mile  buffer  radius  for  nesting  raptors  and  0.25-mile  radius  for  peregrine  falcon  cliff 
nesting  areas  does  not  seem  sufficient.  Powerlines  should  either  be  underground  or,  if  above  ground, 
designed  to  minimize  the  electrocution  hazard  to  raptors. 


29)  CDOW  was  consulted  in  establishing  the  raptor  buffers.  The  buffer  widths  recommended  by 
CDOW  or  USFWS  differ  depending  on  site-specific  conditions  and  the  anticipated  types  of  activities. 
>  More  topographic  separation  or  vegetational  screening  and  less  intensive  activity  may  translate  to 
**  ’  narrower  buffers  than  situations  where  the  nest  is  more  exposed  or  subject  to  more  intensive 

disturbance.  All  powerlines  across  BLM  lands  are  required  to  incorporate  “raptor-proof’  design 
features  to  minimize  or  reduce  the  potential  for  electrocutions  of  birds  of  prey. 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 


Comment 

text: 


30)  Wetlands  and  adjacent  areas  should  be  protected  for  waterfowl  nesting  and  brood  rearing. 


30)  The  primary  area  of  waterfowl  and  shorebird  nesting  and  brood  rearing  at  Fravert  Reservoir  would 
R  .  be  protected  by  a  seasonal  restriction  (TL)  under  all  alternatives.  The  NGD/SNO  restriction  prohibiting 

^  '  long-term  ground-disturbing  activities  in  the  Colorado  River  corridor  and  similar  restrictions  for 

perennial  stream  segments  atop  the  plateau  would  also  provide  protections  for  these  species. 


Topic:  Climate  and  Air  Quality 

Comment  ^  ^  statistica^y  sound  air  quality  monitoring  plan  should  be  included  in  the  document.  The  operators 
text*  s^ou^  required  to  implement  site-specific  measures  to  eliminate  or  minimize  air  quality  impacts, 

"  including  visibility  impacts  related  to  road  dust  and  haze. 

31)  No  air  quality  monitoring  is  proposed  for  any  of  the  analyzed  alternatives,  including  the  Proposed 
Response:  Plan,  because  the  impact  analysis  projects  impacts  well  below  any  risk  level  to  human  health  and  the 
environment  (Section  3.2.5  and  4.2.5  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS). 


Topic:  Water  Resources 

Comment  32)  BLM  must  develop  and  implement  a  statistically  sound  monitoring  program  for  surface  water  and 
text:  groundwater. 

32)  BLM  does  not  currently  anticipate  surface  water  or  groundwater  monitoring  because  of  the  low 

„  likelihood  of  injury  to  these  resources  and  the  need  to  focus  BLM  resources  on  other  issues  for  which 

Response!  . 

K  ’  impacts  are  more  likely  to  be  significant.  Nonetheless,  operators  are  required  to  report  spills  or 
discharges  and  to  implement  cleanup  and  remedial  measures. 


Topic:  Water  Resources 

Comment  33)  BLM  failed  to  analyze  the  option  of  using  closed-loop  drilling  programs  instead  of  disposal  of 
text:  cuttings  in  lined  or  unlined  pits. 


Response: 


33)  Although  the  option  of  using  closed-loop  drilling  was  not  specifically  addressed,  it  remains  an 
option  at  the  discretion  of  the  operator.  Some  closed-loop  drilling  is  currently  being  used.  By 
assuming  disposal  of  cuttings,  the  impact  analysis  is  less  likely  to  underestimate  impacts  than  if  closed- 
loop  drilling  were  assumed. 


Topic:  Water  Resources 
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Comment  34)  The  entire  portion  of  the  Parachute  Creek  watershed  atop  the  plateau  should  be  protected  in  terms 
text:  of  both  water  quality  and  survival  of  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout. 


Response: 


34)  Occupied  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout  habitat,  upslope  watershed  areas,  and  upstream  or  tributary 
reaches  critical  to  water  quality  would  be  given  special  management  emphasis,  including  extensive 
areas  closed  to  long-term  ground  disturbing  activities.  For  example,  refer  to  Map  2  for  the  Proposed 
Plan  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS.  Also  see  Tables  2-1  and  2-3.  As  examples,  the  Proposed  Plan 
includes  the  designation  of  two  stream-based  ACECs  (East  Fork  Parachute  Creek  and 
Trapper/North  water  Creek)  and  the  Parachute  Creek  Watershed  Management  Area,  as  well  as 
NGD/NSO  restrictions  for  both  occupied  and  high-value  habitat  for  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout  and 
additional  NGD/NSOs  related  to  other  stream-related  resource  values  atop  the  plateau. 


Topic:  Water  Resources 

35)  Any  existing  roads  that  pose  a  threat  to  water  quality  should  be  obliterated  and  the  land  restored, 

ommen  an(j  nQ  new  roacjs  should  be  created  in  areas  that  could  create  a  problem  for  water  quality  or  aquatic 
text:  ,.r 
life. 

35)  The  various  NGD/NSO  and  SSR/CSU  protections  for  streams  and  areas  of  important  watershed 
process,  as  well  as  the  management  emphasis  under  the  two  stream-based  ACECs  and  Parachute  Creek 
Response:  WMA,  include  restrictions  or  requirements  for  careful  consideration  and  special  design  of  road 

construction  across  or  near  streams.  Appendix  I  describes  BMPs  and  mitigation  measures  related  to 
protection  of  surface  waters,  among  others. 

Ferdinand  Hayden  Chapter  of  Trout  Unlimited 

Topic:  General  Comment 


Comment  2)  The  BLM  EIS  has  inadequate  reporting  on  the  cumulative  impacts  to  the  watersheds  and  Colorado 
text:  river  cutthroat  trout  habitat,  including  in  terms  of  water  quality  and  aquatic  life. 

2)  Thank  you  for  your  interest  in  the  BLM  land  use  planning  process  for  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning 
Area.  The  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  provides  a  more  extensive  assessment  of  cumulative  impacts 
(Sections  4.2.4  -  Water  Resources  and  Section  4.3.4  -  Special  Status  Fish  and  Wildlife).  However,  it  is 
Response:  important  to  note  that  unavoidable  uncertainties  regarding  future  development  and  impacts  on  BLM 
lands  in  the  Planning  Area  are  compounded  when  attempting  to  predict  future  conditions  on  private 
lands  inside  and  outside  the  Planning  Area,  over  which  BLM  has  no  control,  and  on  BLM  outside  the 
Planning  Area,  which  are  not  affected  by  decisions  contained  within  this  RMPA/EIS. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  1)  The  Ferdinand  Hayden  Chapter  of  Trout  Unlimited  is  supporting  the  Community  Alternative  for  the 
text:  Roan  Plateau. 

1)  The  "Community  Alternative"  was  not  an  alternative  developed  and  analyzed  in  the  Draft 
RMPA/EIS.  However,  many  of  the  basic  components  of  the  "Community  Alternative"  were 
Response:  incorporated  in  various  combinations  in  the  five  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  Many 
of  these  components  are  also  reflected  in  the  Proposed  Plan  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed 
Plan/Final  EIS). 


Grand  Valley  Citizens  Alliance  Grassroots  Community  Action 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  1 )  BLM's  alternatives  do  not  adequately  reflect  the  wishes  of  the  community.  The  Grand  Valley 
text:  Citizen's  Alliance  supports  the  "Community  Alternative." 


Response: 


The  "Community  Alternative"  was  not  an  alternative  developed  and  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS. 
However,  many  of  the  basic  components  of  the  "Community  Alternative"  were  incorporated  in  various 
combinations  in  the  five  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  Many  of  these  components  are 
also  reflected  in  the  Proposed  Plan  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS). 
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Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  2)  BLM  does  not  have  the  resources  available  to  adequately  oversee  drilling  or  to  monitor 
text:  environmental  protection  measures  and  compliance,  including  air  and  water  quality. 

2)  BLM  is  developing  a  monitoring  program,  the  basics  of  which  are  included  in  Appendix  J  of  the 
„  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS.  BLM  believes  that  it  has  sufficient  resources  to  ensure  that  permitting, 

F  *  inspection  and  enforcement,  and  monitoring  of  reclamation  achieve  the  goals  of  avoiding  or  minimizing 
impacts  to  sensitive  resources. 


Topic:  Socioeconomics 

Comment  ^  P^an  wou^  Put  t^ie  l°cal  economies  at  risk  by  harming  recreation  (including  hunting)  and 

agriculture  (grazing)  and  by  enriching  some  segments  of  the  economy  while  placing  undue  burden  on 
teX  *  other  parts  ("haves"  vs.  "have  nots"). 

3)  This  issue  is  addressed  in  Section  4.4.3  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS.  Note,  however,  that  the 
.  socioeconomics  analysis  does  not  indicate  an  economic  impact  related  to  hunting  or  other  recreational 
P  *  uses.  While  uses  and  participants  may  shift  as  development  occurs,  levels  of  use  and  of  monetary 
expenditures  are  not  expected  to  decline. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  4)  All  of  the  alternatives  fail  to  ensure  sustainability  of  the  health,  diversity,  and  productivity  of  the 
text:  Roan  Plateau  for  present  and  future  generations.  The  alternatives  do  not  provide  a  correct  balance. 


Response: 


4)  The  natural  resource  values  of  the  Planning  Area  have  been  given  special  consideration  within  the 
context  of  multiple  use  as  mandated  by  FLPMA  and  BLM  policy.  Protective  measures  and 
management  actions  related  to  these  resource  values  are  described  in  Section  2.3,  summarized  in  Table 
2-1,  and  reiterated  throughout  the  impact  analysis  in  Chapter  4  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS.  BLM 
believes  that  the  Proposed  Plan,  with  its  requirement  of  phased  and  clustered  development  atop  the 
plateau,  management  emphasis  on  clustering  below  the  rim,  and  numerous  and  extensive  other 
environmental  protections  achieves  an  appropriate  balance  between  protection  of  sensitive  resources 
and  historic  uses  while  accommodating  a  reasonable  level  of  oil  and  gas  development. 


Members  and  Attendees  of  the  Community  United  Church  of  Christ 


Comment 

text: 


Topic:  General  Comment 

1)  BLM  should  select  an  alternative  that  defers  drilling  atop  the  plateau  until  drilling  can  be 
accomplished  with  no  impacts;  provides  non-changeable  protections  for  important  habitat,  backcountry 
recreation,  and  natural  areas;  uses  Best  Management  Practices  to  minimize  resource  damage;  keeps 
motorized  uses,  including  snowmobiles,  on  designated  routes;  and  prioritizes  natural  resource 
protection. 

1)  Thank  you  for  your  interest  in  the  BLM  land  use  planning  process  for  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning 
Area.  BLM  believes  that  the  Proposed  Plan  represents  a  high  degree  of  environmental  protection  while 
accommodating  a  reasonable  amount  of  natural  gas  recovery.  Specifically,  the  Proposed  Plan  would 
require  phased  and  clustered  development  on  top  of  the  plateau,  with  a  focus  on  developing  along 
ridgetops  and  out  of  the  environmentally  more  sensitive  stream  valleys.  Through  a  reliance  on 
directional  drilling,  up  to  seventeen  wells  would  be  collocated  on  a  single  pad,  with  a  minimum 
P  '  distance  of  0.5  mile  between  pads.  Additionally,  the  Proposed  Plan  incorporates  a  number  of  special 
management  designations  and  protective  restrictions  previously  limited  to  the  environmentally  most 
protective  alternative  as  well  as  well  as  the  use  of  BMPs,  reclamation  standards  (Appendix  I),  regular 
monitoring  requirements,  and  reclamation  success  criteria  (Appendix  J)  intended  to  reduce  the  area  of 
long-term  physical  impacts  of  oil  and  gas  development  as  well  as  encourage  more  successful 
reclamation  and  revegetation  of  these  areas. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  2)  Current  monitoring  and  inspection/enforcement  in  the  Planning  Area  by  BLM  is  inadequate.  Some 
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text:  of  the  problems  resulting  form  inadequate  inspections  are  not  necessarily  violations  of  laws  but  result  in 
conditions  that  cause  unnecessary  harm  to  wildlife  (e.g.,  excessive  noise,  toxins  in  disposal  pits,  etc.). 
The  final  plan  should  address  how  BLM  will  ensure  sufficient  resources  for  adequate  oversight  of 
drilling  operations  and  other  land  uses. 

2)  The  natural  resource  values  of  the  Planning  Area  have  been  given  special  consideration  in  the 
Proposed  Plan  within  the  context  of  multiple  use  as  mandated  by  FLPMA  and  BLM  policy.  Protective 
Response:  measures  and  management  actions  related  to  these  resource  values  are  described  in  Section  2.3, 

summarized  in  Table  2-1,  and  reiterated  throughout  the  impact  analysis  in  Chapter  4  of  the  Proposed 
Plan/Final  EIS. 


Members  of  Colorado  School  of  Mines  Circle  K  International 
Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  We  do  not  feel  it  is  beneficial  to  the  local  community  and  the  environment  for  you  to  decide  to  lease  oil 
text:  and  gas  drilling  on  the  top  of  the  Roan  Plateau. 

Thank  you  for  your  interest  in  the  BLM  land  use  planning  process  for  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area. 
The  natural  resource  values  of  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area  have  been  given  special  consideration 
Response:  within  the  context  of  multiple  use  as  mandated  by  FLPMA  and  BLM  policy.  Protective  measures  and 
management  actions  related  to  these  resource  values  are  described  in  Section  2.3  and  reiterated 
throughout  the  impact  analysis  in  Chapter  4  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 

Public  Lands  Advocacy,  Colorado  Oil  and  Gas  Association,  and  Independent  Petroleum 
Association  of  Mountain  States 

Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  ^  The  P^an  ^oes  n0t  comPort  wRh  FLPMA,  NEPA,  the  National  Energy  Policy,  and  related  BLM 
text*  re§u^aP°ns’  policies-  and  guidelines,  nor  does  it  comply  with  the  Transfer  Act,  which  mandated 
’  immediate  leasing  of  the  former  NOSRs  for  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development. 

1)  Without  knowing  the  specifics  of  why  the  commenter  believes  that  the  Plan  is  inadequate,  BLM 
<  cannot  reply  specifically.  However,  BLM  believes  that  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and  Proposed  Plan/Final 
p  '  EIS  comply  with  FLPMA,  NEPA,  the  National  Energy  Policy,  and  related  BLM  regulations,  policies, 
and  guidelines,  as  well  as  the  Transfer  Act. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  2)  Deferred  leasing  atop  the  plateau  (Alternative  III)  is  unlawful  and  would  make  BLM  open  to  a 
text:  "takings"  claim. 

2)  BLM  does  not  agree  that  a  deferral  period  for  leasing  atop  the  plateau  would  be  unlawful,  and  the 
commenter  provides  no  support  for  such  an  assertion.  Without  knowing  the  specifics  of  why  the 
Response:  commenter  believes  that  an  Alternative  would  constitute  a  “takings”  claim  or  be  unlawful,  BLM  cannot 
reply  more  specifically.  However,  please  note  that  the  Proposed  Plan  does  not  include  a  deferral 
period.  See  Section  2.3  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  BLM  failed  t0  develop  a  sufTlcient  RFD-  failed  t0  analyze  directional  drilling  above  the  rim,  and 

t  t.  failed  to  consider  alternatives  that  do  not  involve  deferred  leasing.  Therefore,  BLM  failed  to  consider  a 
’  reasonable  range  of  alternatives,  and  the  DEIS  is  therefore  insufficient. 

#  3)  BLM  considers  the  RED  as  contained  in  the  Draft  RMPA  and  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  to  be 
esponse.  supplcjent  Alternatives  I,  II,  IV,  and  V  do  not  include  deferred  leasing. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  4)  BLM  failed  to  use  the  least  restrictive  stipulations  that  would  provide  adequate  resource  protection  to 
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text:  meet  management  objectives. 

4)  BLM  disagrees  with  this  assertion  and  believes  that  the  alternatives  analyzed  represent  a  reasonable 
Response:  range  of  balance  between  restrictive  stipulations  and  resource  protection.  This  includes  the  Proposed 
Plan  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  5)  BLM  failed  to  assess  cumulative  impacts  adequately,  specifically  the  cumulative  impacts  of  drilling 
text:  restrictions  on  the  ability  of  the  lessee  to  develop  its  leases. 

5)  BLM  disagrees  with  this  assertion  and  believes  that  none  of  the  alternatives  analyzed,  including  the 
Proposed  Plan  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS,  would  impede  oil  and  gas  development  to  a  degree  that 
represents  a  cumulative  adverse  impact  on  development.  Oil  and  gas  development  on  BLM- 
_  administered  Federal  leases  is  always  subject  to  restrictions  under  FLPMA,  BLM  policies,  and  various 
^  '  environmental  laws  (e.g.,  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  Clean  Water  Act,  Clean  Air  Act,  etc.)  that  result 

in  less  than  unfettered  drilling.  BLM’s  analysis  indicates  that  the  amount  of  drilling  and  development 
during  the  20-year  period  of  analysis  is  more  likely  to  be  constrained  by  the  number  of  drilling  rigs 
available  than  by  the  protective  stipulations. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 


Comment 

text: 


6)  BLM  failed  to  analyze  the  effects  of  mitigation  measures  on  potential  impacts.  The  DEIS  must 
acknowledge  that  oil  and  gas  impacts  are  mitigated  and  are  actually  compatible  with  other  resource 
uses,  including  those  in  sensitive  areas. 


Response: 


6)  As  explained  in  Chapter  4,  and  in  conformance  with  NEPA,  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and  Proposed 
Plan/Final  EIS  impact  analyses  assumed  “mitigation”  (in  the  broad  sense)  in  situations  where  included 
as  a  lease  stipulation  (e.g.,  a  seasonal  TL  for  deer  winter  range)  or  required  by  Federal  or  other  laws  and 
regulations  (e.g.,  to  protect  threatened  or  endangered  species)  but  not  for  “discretionary”  mitigation 
measures.  The  purpose  of  this  approach  is  to  ensure  that  adverse  impacts  are  not  underestimated.  If  the 
discretionary  mitigation  measures  described  in  Chapter  4  and  presented  in  Appendix  I  are  implemented 
in  appropriate  situations  and  are  fully  effective,  as  BLM  intends  would  be  the  case,  the  impacts  may  be 
less  than  the  “conservative”  results  presented  in  Chapter  4. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  ^  ^he  ^EIS  gives  only  perfunctory  reference  to  the  RFD,  and  the  RFD  does  not  include  all  of  the 

<  components  mandated  by  BLM  policies.  For  example,  the  RFD  is  not  unconstrained  by  restrictions. 

*  BLM  must  therefore  revise  the  DEIS  based  on  a  revised  and  sufficient  RFD. 

7)  The  RFD  (please  see  the  revised  version  provided  as  Appendix  H  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS)  is 
unconstrained  except  for  specific  conditions  such  as  slopes  steeper  than  50  percent  and  limitations  on 

<  downhole  spacings  and  reasonable  surface  densities.  Assumptions  in  the  RFD  regarding  numbers  of 
P  ’  available  drill  rigs,  seasons  when  drilling  is  unlikely  due  to  snow  accumulation,  etc.,  are  part  of  the 

“reasonable”  and  “foreseeable”  aspects  of  the  RFD.  Additionally,  please  note  that  the  RFD  does  not  set 
limits  on  the  amount  of  development  that  would  occur. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  ^  ^he  and  ^IS  assume  artificially  low  drilling  rates,  both  above  and  below  the  rim.  The 

text-  assumec*  5-month  drilling  window  on  top  due  to  winter  weather  is  unrealistic.  Year-round  drilling  in 
‘  winter  conditions  is  easily  achievable. 


8)  BLM  believes  that  the  assumed  drilling  rates  both  above  and  below  the  rim  and  a  seasonal  limit  due 
to  snow  cover  atop  the  plateau  are  reasonable  and  appropriate.  Again,  however,  please  note  that  the 
>  assumed  number  of  wells  under  any  of  the  alternatives  is,  as  stated  in  Section  2.3  of  the  Draft 
^  ‘  RMPA/EIS  and  Section  2.2  of  the  Final,  not  an  absolute  number  but  an  assumed  number  for  the 

purpose  of  impact  assessment.  While  reasonable  and  realistic,  the  assumed  number  of  wells  under  any 
alternative  is  subject  to  being  larger  or  smaller  due  to  a  number  of  economic,  geopolitical, 
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technological,  and  other  factors  that  may  change  through  time. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  9)  The  DEIS  and  RFD  fail  to  discuss  gross  and  net  surface  disturbance  associated  with  projected 
text:  drilling.  The  Draft  must  be  revised  to  quantify  impacts  both  pre-  and  post-mitigation. 

9)  Table  4-2  of  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  summarize  gross  and  net  surface 
Response:  disturbance,  although  using  the  terms  “long-term"  for  net  and  “temporary"  for  the  difference  between 
gross  and  net  (gross  =  temporary  +  long-term). 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  10)  The  RFD  and  DEIS  fail  to  address  adequately  the  issue  of  directional  drilling,  resulting  in 
text:  artificially  low  numbers  of  wells  atop  the  plateau. 

10)  The  Proposed  Plan  relies  on  directional  drilling  atop  the  plateau  to  accomplish  the  required 
minimum  of  0.5  mile  separation  between  pads  while  accommodating  10-acre  downhole  spacing. 
Response:  Below  the  rim.  the  Proposed  Plan  assumes  that  BLM  would  work  with  industry  to  use  directional 

drilling  as  much  as  practicable  to  reduce  surface  pad  densities.  Please  see  Section  2.3  of  the  Proposed 
PlanEinal  EIS. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 


Comment 

text: 


1 1)  The  RFD  and  DEIS  unrealistically  assume  that  drilling  will  proceed  more  slowly  atop  the  plateau 
due  to  economics,  weather,  access,  etc.  This  "naturally  phased  development"  results  in  a  grossly 
unrealistic  assumption  of  the  amount  of  development  and  impacts  atop  the  plateau.  In  reality,  with  16 
rigs  operating  year-round  throughout  the  planning  area,  a  total  of  3.000  wells  would  produce  more  than 
80%  of  the  natural  gas  resources  during  the  life  of  the_RME _ _ _ _  ) 


1 1 )  BLM  believes  that  the  assumptions  regarding  development  atop  the  plateau  are  reasonable  and 
realistic.  However.  BLM  acknowledges  that  actual  annual  drilling  may  rates  differ,  depending  on 
Response:  conditions  such  as  the  depth  and  persistence  of  snow  cover.  The  status  of  the  assumptions  as  bases  for 
analysis  of  impacts  and  not  as  limits  on  development  is  described  in  Chapter  2  of  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS 
and  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

12)  The  alternatives  development  exhibits  bias  against  oil  and  gas  production.  For  example, 
Comment  Alternative  ^  which  results  in  the  most  production,  also  fails  to  include  a  number  of  mitigation  and 
monitoring  measures  identified  for  the  other  alternatives.  This  artificially  increases  the  impacts  on 
*  several  resources  under  Alternative  V  beyond  the  levels  necessarily  associated  with  the  increased 
drilling. 

12)  The  structure  of  Alternative  V  in  the  RMPA/EIS  is  intended  to  provide  an  upper  bound  on  the 
amount  of  adverse  impact  resources  that  hypothetically  could  occur  under  one  version  of  an  RMP 
Amendment.  Please  note  that  the  Proposed  Plan  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  assumes  nearly  the 
Response:  same  amount  of  oil  and  gas  development  in  20  years  (1,570  versus  1,582  wells)  as  for  Alternative  V, 
but  with  the  lowest  amount  of  associated  long-term  ground  disturbance  from  pads,  roads,  and  other 
surface  facilities  due  to  the  requirement  for  phased  and  clustered  development  atop  the  plateau  and  a 
management  emphasis  on  greater  clustering  below  the  rim. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  ^  As  an  examPle  of  bias  against  oil  and  gas,  the  introduction  to  the  section  on  wildlife  impacts  states 
t.  that  oil  and  gas  impacts  are  likely  to  be  the  most  important  (compared  to  impacts  from  other  uses  and 
'  actions)  BEFORE  the  subsequent  impact  analysis. 

13)  The  introductory  text  was  written  after  the  impact  analysis  had  been  conducted.  Even  if  this  were 
P  '  not  the  case,  however,  BLM  believes  that  it  is  reasonable  to  have  stated  that  impacts  from  construction 
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of  numerous  drill  pads  and  many  miles  of  roads  and  pipelines,  operation  of  drilling  equipment,  and 
increased  vehicular  traffic  associated  with  development  and  production  would  be  "LIKELY"  (the  word 
used  in  the  text)  to  be  more  important  than  continuation  of  current  activities  such  as  recreational  travel 
and  livestock  grazing.  This  does  not,  in  BLM's  view,  indicate  bias,  but  rather  an  objective  and  realistic 
assessment  of  comparative  impact  levels  among  reasonably  anticipated  land  uses. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  14)  The  impact  analysis  is  extremely  confusing,  wordy,  repetitive,  and  disorganized,  making  it  difficult 
text:  to  determine  the  validity  of  the  analysis  and  conclusions. 

14)  BLM  recognizes  the  complexity  of  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS,  reflecting  the  complexity  of  the  Planning 
Area,  the  resources  and  values  contained  therein,  and  the  alternatives  analyzed.  In  an  effort  to  simplify 
Response:  the  reader’s  task  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS,  BLM  has  elected  to  provide  a  detailed  analysis  for 
only  the  Proposed  Plan,  incorporating  the  five  previous  alternatives  and  through  selected  comparison 
tables. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  15)  The  impact  analysis  is  highly  subjective,  and  the  rationales  and  conclusions  are  not  well 

text:  documented.  Quantitative  and  qualitative  impact  levels  are  poorly  defined  and  used  inconsistently. 

15)  BLM  was  unable  to  avoid  subjectivity  (reliance  on  professional  judgment)  and  the  use  of  qualitative 

_  terms  instead  of  strictly  objective  and  quantitative  measures  due  to  the  uncertainties  concerning  the 

Response: 

v  '  exact  location,  scale,  and  pace  of  oil  and  gas  development  and  the  other  land  uses  and  management 
actions.  The  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  has  attempted  to  clarify  some  sources  of  confusion. 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 


Comment 

text: 


16)  The  impact  analysis  overestimates  negative  impacts.  For  example,  the  impacts  on  mule  deer  use  a 
3.5  multiplier,  which  is  not  applicable  to  the  planning  area's  habitats.  Also,  increasing  the  multiplier  to 
5.7  and  8.0  based  on  shortened  or  no  winter  range  TL  is  not  explained.  No  calculations  are  provided  to 
justify  the  33%  and  50%  reductions  in  deer  under  Alternatives  IV  and  V.  Also,  the  analysis  fails  to 
consider  habituation  —  especially  relevant  because  most  of  the  roads  used  for  oil  and  gas  development 
already  exist  and  receive  vehicular  traffic.  Therefore,  the  mule  deer  analysis  is  deeply  flawed  and  must 
be  completely  revised. 


1 6)  The  basis  for  the  estimates  of  effective  loss  of  winter  deer  winter  range,  and  thus  the  potential 
decrease  in  mule  deer  populations,  under  Alternatives  IV  and  V  are  provided  in  Sections  4. 3. 2.4  and 
4. 3. 2. 5  of  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS,  including  the  rationale  for  increasing  the  multiplier  due  to  lack  of  a 
Response:  winter  TL  to  5.7  and  8.0,  respectively  (see  pages  4-89  and  4-94).  Note,  however,  that  CDOW  requested 
that  BLM  use  a  more  conservative  (greater)  estimate  of  effective  habitat  loss  associated  with  avoidance 
of  areas  of  human  activity,  citing  recent  studies  in  Wyoming.  See  Table  4-1 1  of  the  Proposed 
Plan/Final  EIS,  and  related  text  in  Section  4.3.2  regarding  the  Proposed  Plan. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

1 7)  The  analysis  does  not  adequately  assess  cumulative  impacts  by  resource  and  does  not  define  the 
Comment  specific  areas  of  influence  for  each  resource  or  define  the  terms  "onsite"  and  "offsite."  Resultant  post¬ 
text:  ROD  litigation  likely  to  result  from  this  failing  would  delay  its  approval  and  the  start  of  oil  and  gas 
projects. 

17)  BLM  has  attempted  to  address  cumulative  impacts  by  resource  as  much  as  practicable  given  the 
#  uncertainties  about  the  exact  location,  scale,  pace,  and  character  of  development  on  private  lands  both 
esponse.  w|tj1jn  the  planning  Area  (“onsite”)  and  outside  the  Planning  Area  (“offsite”).  The  Proposed  Plan/Final 
EIS  provides  some  additional  information  on  cumulative  impacts. 


Topic:  Socioeconomics 

Comment  18)  The  socioeconomic  impact  analysis  does  not  adequately  describe  the  benefits  of  oil  and  gas 
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text:  development  or  the  adverse  impacts  of  withdrawals  and  restrictions. 

18)  The  potential  impacts  of  lease  stipulations  and  withdrawals  can  be  estimated  by  comparing  the 
Response:  Proposed  Plan  to  other  alternatives  such  as  Alternative  I  with  fewer  or  less  stringent  stipulations  or 
withdrawals. 


Topic:  Socioeconomics 

19)  The  socioeconomic  analysis  does  not  adequately  describe  the  positive  impacts  on  marginal  gas 
Comment  prices.  During  the  life  of  the  Plan,  additions  to  the  natural  gas  supply  will  be  the  only  alternative  to 
text:  progressively  higher  natural  gas  prices.  Gas  produced  by  a  single  Mesaverde  well  would  save 
consumers  more  than  $20  million  in  gas  prices. 

19)  The  updated  socioeconomic  analysis  in  Section  4.4.3  of  the  Final  includes  detailed  analysis  of 
Response:  potential  natural  gas  revenues  and  tax  payments  associated  with  natural  gas  production  in  the  Planning 
Area  during  the  20-year  planning  period. 


Topic:  Visual  Resources 

20)  The  Draft  does  not  correctly  analyze  visual  impacts  of  oil  and  gas  development  in  comparison  to 

ommen  socioeconomic  benefits.  The  BLM's  assumed  drilling  levels  would  involve  so  few  rigs  (3  to  5  year- 

text# 

’  round)  that  visual  impacts  could  not  be  considered  significant. 

20)  Regardless  of  the  number  of  rigs,  the  visual  impacts  under  the  Draft  and  Final  Draft  RMPA/EIS 
Response:  analysis  were  based  primarily  on  well  pads,  new  or  upgraded  access  roads,  and  associated  surface 
facilities  and  not  on  drill  rigs,  which  are  a  temporary  impact. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

21)  None  of  the  alternatives  would  produce  more  than  20%  of  the  recoverable  natural  gas  resource  in 
Comment  the  planning  area  during  the  20  year  life  of  the  plan.  Given  the  current  economic  and  geopolitical 
text:  environment,  and  the  negative  impacts  on  national  security  and  environmental  justice,  such  a  low 
recovery  is  not  in  the  Nation's  best  interest. 

21)  The  rate  of  recovery  of  the  natural  gas  resource  is  dictated  by  the  assumed  average  annual 
production  rate  (see  the  RFD  in  Appendix  H  of  the  RMPA/EIS),  even  with  1 0-acre  downhole  spacing, 
and  by  realistic  assumptions  about  the  number  of  drill  rigs  operating  in  the  area.  The  protective 
stipulations  required  to  protect  adequately  the  sensitive  ecological,  hydrological,  recreational,  and 
visual  resource  values  of  the  Planning  Area  are  generally  not  major  factors  in  the  rate  of  gas  production. 
Response:  Exceptions  to  this  generalization  are  the  5-month  TL  for  big  game  winter  range  throughout  most  of  the 
lower  portion  of  the  Planning  Area  and  the  assumed  6-month  drilling  window  due  to  snow  cover  atop 
the  plateau.  These  do  affect  projections  of  gas  production  from  BLM  lands  significantly.  However, 
note  that  drill  rigs  moving  off  BLM  lands  during  winter  merely  shift  their  operations  to  other  areas 
rather  than  sitting  idle.  Thus,  a  gas  production  continues,  albeit  it  from  other  (generally  privately 
owned)  areas. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 


Comment 

text: 


22)  The  oil  and  gas  industry  has  repeatedly  demonstrated  its  commitment  to  environmental  protection. 
To  adequately  perform  is  responsibilities  under  NEPA  and  FLPMA,  BLM  must  revise  flawed  portions 
of  the  Draft  and  incorporate  a  new  alternative  that  is  more  realistic  in  terms  of  levels  of  oil  and  gas 
development  (e.g.,  16  year-round  rigs,  3000  total  wells,  and  80%  resource  recovery  during  the  20-year 
Plan)  and  that  also  applies  Best  Management  Practices  and  eleven  specific  stringent  mitigation 
measures  identified  by  industry  so  that  the  higher  levels  of  production  are  not  accompanied  in  the 
analysis  by  arbitrarily  high  impact  levels. 


22)  The  Proposed  Plan  assumes  more  drill  rigs,  more  total  wells,  and  higher  resource  recovery  than 
<  under  the  Preferred  Alternative  and,  BLM  believes,  represents  an  appropriate  balance  between  natural 
P  ’  gas  production,  environmental  protection,  and  other  allowable  uses  (see  Section  2.3  of  the  Proposed 
Plan/Final  EIS). 
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Rock  the  Earth 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 


1)  BLM  has  failed  to  consider  adequately  extended  reach  drilling  (ERD)  and  multi-lateral  (ML)  well 
Comment  technologies.  These  are  proven  to  be  very  effective  in  tight  formations  with  producing  zones  separated 
text:  by  significant  thickness  of  non-producing  zones.  BLM  should  issue  a  Supplemental  EIS  addressing 
ERD/ML  technologies. 


Response: 


1)  BLM  believes  that  the  Proposed  Plan  represents  a  high  degree  of  environmental  protection  while 
recovering  a  reasonable  amount  of  the  oil  and  gas  resource.  Specifically,  the  Proposed  Plan  would 
require  phased  and  clustered  development  on  top  of  the  plateau,  with  a  focus  on  developing  along 
ridgetops  and  out  of  the  environmentally  more  sensitive  stream  valleys.  Through  a  reliance  on 
directional  drilling,  up  to  seventeen  wells  would  be  collocated  on  a  single  pad,  with  a  minimum 
distance  of  0.5  mile  between  pads  (Section  2.3.2  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS). 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  2)  NEPA  requires  that  BLM  consider  significant  alternatives  developed  by  other  agencies, 
text:  communities,  and  members  of  the  public. 

2)  BLM  considered  alternatives  developed  by  other  agencies,  communities,  and  members  of  the  public 
during  the  planning  phase  and  in  developing  the  analyzed  alternatives.  Indeed,  the  requirement  under 
the  Proposed  Plan  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  for  phased  and  clustered  oil  and  gas  development, 
with  an  emphasis  on  location  of  facilities  along  ridgetop  with  existing  roadways,  was  a  specific 
Response:  recommendation  by  CDNR — a  cooperating  State  agency.  Other  important  aspects  of  the  Proposed  Plan 
were  recommended  by  other  Cooperating  Agencies  as  part  of  the  Consultation  and  Coordination 
process  following  publication  of  the  Draft.  Since  many  of  the  Cooperating  Agencies  are  bodies  that 
represent  the  public  (e.g.,  local  and  county  governments),  members  of  the  public  were  indirectly 
included  in  that  process,  as  well  as  through  their  comments  directly  to  BLM. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 


Comment 

text: 


3)  On  top  of  the  plateau,  the  gas  produced  by  100  vertical  wells  could  be  achieved  with  only  17  ERD 
wells  or  9  ERD/ML  wells,  and  more  cheaply.  This  would  allow  efficient  recovery  of  the  gas  resources 
without  disturbing  or  impacting  the  vast  majority  of  the  surface  land. 


3)  BLM  believes  that  the  Proposed  Plan  represents  a  high  degree  of  environmental  protection  while 
recovering  a  reasonable  amount  of  the  oil  and  gas  resource.  Specifically,  the  Proposed  Plan  would 
require  phased  and  clustered  development  on  top  of  the  plateau,  with  a  focus  on  developing  along 
ridgetops  and  out  of  the  environmentally  more  sensitive  stream  valleys.  Through  a  reliance  on 
Response:  directional  drilling,  up  to  seventeen  wells  would  be  collocated  on  a  single  pad,  with  a  minimum 

distance  of  0.5  mile  between  pads.  Below  the  rim,  BLM  would  place  management  emphasis  on  greater 
clustering  than  at  present.  An  outcome  of  this  approach  is  a  level  of  gas  production  comparable  to 
Alternative  V,  but  with  environmental  protections  greater  than  any  other  alternative,  including  most 
aspects  of  No  Action. 


Save  Colorado  Now 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  Not  in  favor  or  any  gas  drilling  or  any  type  of  energy  extraction  processes  on  top  of  the  Roan  Plateau 
text:  now  or  in  the  future. 

The  natural  resource  values  of  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area  have  been  given  special  consideration 
within  the  context  of  multiple  use  as  mandated  by  FLPMA  and  BLM  policy.  Protective  measures  and 
management  actions  related  to  these  resource  values  are  described  in  Section  2.3  and  reiterated 
Response:  throughout  the  impact  analysis  in  Chapter  4  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS.  For  example,  the  Proposed 
Plan  would  require  phased  and  clustered  development  on  top  of  the  plateau,  with  a  focus  on  developing 
along  ridgetops  and  out  of  the  environmentally  more  sensitive  stream  valleys.  Through  a  reliance  on 
directional  drilling,  up  to  seventeen  wells  would  be  collocated  on  a  single  pad,  with  a  minimum 
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distance  of  0.5  mile  between  pads.  Compared  to  the  No  Action  alternative — which  would  allow  some 
drilling  on  top  in  areas  not  included  within  the  transferred  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserves — the  Proposed 
Plan  is  assumed  to  result  in  only  six  more  well  pads  (thirteen  versus  seven)  but  200  more  wells.  The 
effect  would  be  much  greater  gas  production  but  with  a  relatively  modest  increase  in  environmental 
impacts.  Additionally,  the  Proposed  Plan  incorporates  a  number  of  special  management  designations 
and  protective  restrictions  previously  limited  to  the  environmentally  most  protective  alternative.  BLM 
believes  that  this  represents  an  appropriate  balance  between  protection  of  sensitive  resources  and 
recovery  of  the  underlying  natural  gas  resource. 

Sonoran  Institute 

Topic:  Socioeconomics 

Comment  1 )  Although  generally  sufficient,  the  Draft  underestimates  the  potential  adverse  economic  and  quality  of 
text:  life  impacts  associated  with  the  natural,  scenic,  and  recreational  qualities  of  the  area. 

1)  Potential  quality  of  life  impacts  are  discussed  in  two  ways  in  the  socioeconomic  analyses  of  the  Draft 
Response:  RMPA/EIS  and  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS:  through  interviews  with  local  business  owners  and  residents 
(Section  3.4.3)  and  in  the  impacts  analysis  (Section  4.4.3). 


Topic:  Socioeconomics 

2)  Many  of  the  new  residents  are  baby  boomers  seeking  a  more  relaxed  lifestyle,  lower  cost  of  living, 
Comment  lower  crime  rate,  better  recreational  opportunities,  scenic  beauty,  and  other  attributes  of  small  Western 
text:  Slope  towns.  These  new  residents  are  often  at  or  near  retirement  rather  than  moving  in  to  seek 
employment  opportunities. 

2)  The  updated  socioeconomic  analysis  in  Section  4.4.3  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  considers  the 
Response:  potential  impacts  from  the  Proposed  Plan  in  the  context  of  demographic  and  economic  trends  in  the 
region  (especially  Garfield  County). 


Topic:  Socioeconomics 

3)  Although  each  alternative  is  predicted  to  have  negligible  population  growth  as  a  result  of  the  project, 
Comment  the  analysis  does  not  address  the  number  of  residents  (new  or  long-term)  who  may  leave  the  area  as  a 
text:  result  of  oil  and  gas  development.  The  analysis  should  address  the  effect  on  the  service  and 
professional  sectors  as  a  result  of  these  influences. 

3)  The  updated  socioeconomic  analysis  in  Section  4.4.3  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  considers  the 
Response:  potential  impacts  from  the  Proposed  Plan  in  the  context  of  demographic  and  economic  trends  in  the 
region  (especially  Garfield  County). 


Topic:  Socioeconomics 

Comment  ^  ^he  ana^ys^s  does  not  adequately  describe  how  much  of  the  oil  and  gas  work  force  will  be  permanent 
texf  residents  or  how  the  number  of  indirect  jobs  was  calculated.  Additionally,  the  information  on  where 
'  new  residents  will  live  covers  too  wide  a  range  for  meaningful  analysis. 

4)  The  updated  socioeconomic  analysis  in  Section  4.4.3  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  addresses 
Response:  trends  in  oil  and  gas  employment  (permanent  and  temporary)  and  includes  details  on  estimates  for 
indirect  employment. 


Topic:  Socioeconomics 

Comment  5)  The  Affected  Environment  section  should  address  educational  attainment  and  the  importance  of  non¬ 
text:  labor  income,  which  are  not  included  at  all  in  the  Draft. 

5)  The  updated  socioeconomic  analysis  in  Section  4.4.3  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  considers  the 
Response:  potential  impacts  from  the  Proposed  Plan  in  the  context  of  demographic  and  economic  trends  in  the 
region  (especially  Garfield  County). 
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Topic:  Socioeconomics 

6)  The  impacts  of  construction  on  the  local  economy  would  benefit  from  a  more  detailed  analysis  of 
Comment  how  oil  and  gas  related  construction  will  be  distributed  through  time.  Also,  reduced  attractiveness  of 
text:  the  area  to  potential  new  residents  due  to  environmental,  scenic,  and  recreational  degradation  could 
affect  the  construction  sector  significantly. 

6)  The  updated  socioeconomic  analysis  in  Section  4.4.3  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  considers  the 
Response:  potential  impacts  from  the  Proposed  Plan  in  the  context  of  demographic  and  economic  trends  in  the 
region  (especially  Garfield  County). 


Topic:  Socioeconomics 

7)  The  Draft  should  include  more  data  on  affordability  of  housing  and  its  influence  on  where  growth  is 
Comment  occurring,  and  information  on  commuting  distances  and  times  within  the  county.  Also,  some  baseline 
text:  information  on  oil  and  gas  royalties  and  other  revenues  without  the  additional  wells  that  would  result 
from  the  plan  should  be  provided  as  a  basis  for  comparison. 

7)  Potential  impacts  to  housing  availability  and  affordability  are  addressed  in  Section  4.4.3  and 
Appendix  M  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS.  The  updated  socioeconomic  analysis  in  Section  4.4.3  and 
Response:  Appendix  M  includes  potential  oil  and  gas  revenues  in  the  analysis,  as  well  as  a  detailed  discussion  of 
how  these  funds  can  be  distributed  to  local  governments.  Appendix  M  also  includes  oil  and  gas 
royalties  for  2003. 


Topic:  Socioeconomics 


Comment 

text: 


8)  The  interviews  are  not  convincing  as  to  general  approval  by  local  residents  of  more  oil  and  gas 
development.  Some  ranchers  said  that  recreational  travel  is  a  negative,  but  do  they  see  the  connection 
between  more  roads  for  oil  and  gas  and  more  recreational  travel? 


8)  The  Proposed  Plan  stipulates  that  travel  in  areas  affected  by  oil  and  gas  development  or  other  uses 
may  be  limited,  restricted,  or  closed  to  resolve  conflicts,  provide  for  public  safety,  and  provide  for 
Response:  orderly  oil  and  gas  operations.  New  routes  associated  with  oil  and  gas  or  other  uses  will  be  designated 
administrative  access  only,  unless  specific  objectives  for  other  resources  (e.g.,  recreational  travel  routes 
or  access  to  recreational  sites)  are  present  that  warrant  other  designations  on  a  case-by-case  basis. 


Topic:  Socioeconomics 


Comment 

text: 


9)  The  Draft  lacks  some  of  the  baseline  data  needed  for  a  thorough  and  reliable  analysis  of 
socioeconomic  impacts.  The  Sonoran  Institute  comment  letter  includes  a  number  of  tables  and 
references  to  other  sources  that  would  be  helpful. 


Response: 


9)  Thank  you  for  supplying  these  additional  data  and  references.  This  information  was  incorporated 
into  the  updated  socioeconomic  analysis  where  appropriate. 


The  Wilderness  Society,  Colorado  Environmental  Coalition,  Sierra  Club  -  Rocky  Mountain 
Chapter,  Colorado  Mountain  Club,  Center  for  Native  Ecosystems,  Grand  Valley  Citizen  Alliance, 
and  Western  Colorado  Congress 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  1)  None  of  the  alternatives  offers  the  level  of  protection  these  lands  warrant  or  the  communities 
text:  and  the  public  have  favored. 


Response: 


1)  While  BLM  disagrees  with  this  characterization  of  the  levels  of  resource  protection 
represented  by  the  range  of  alternatives  evaluated  for  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS,  please  note  that  the 
Proposed  Plan  incorporates  additional  measures  for  environmental  protection,  particularly  for 
sensitive  resources  atop  the  plateau.  See  Chapter  2. 


Topic:  General  Comment 
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Comment  ^  The  *oss  recreat'ona^  opportunities  and  impacts  to  a  wide  range  of  public  land  resources 
require  that  BLM  either  select  a  final  plan  with  adequate  protections  or  prepare  a  supplemental 

lCAl«  -a 

plan. 

2)  The  Proposed  Plan  will  provide  for  dispersed  recreation  activity  opportunities.  The  Planning 
R  #  Area  will  be  managed  as  part  of  the  Glenwood  Springs  Extensive  Recreation  Management  Area 

^  '  (ERMA).  The  Hubbard  Mesa  OHV  riding  area  will  be  managed  as  open  to  cross  country  travel 

with  SSR/CSU  restrictions. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  3)  There  should  be  no  drilling  on  top  of  the  plateau.  BLM  should  adopt  the  components  of  the 
text:  "Community  Alternative." 

3)  The  "Community  Alternative"  was  not  an  alternative  developed  and  analyzed  in  the  Draft 
RMPA/EIS.  However,  many  of  the  basic  components  of  the  "Community  Alternative"  were 
incorporated  in  various  combinations  in  the  five  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS. 
Response:  Many  of  these  components  are  also  reflected  in  the  Proposed  Plan  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  in 
the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS).  While  the  Proposed  Plan  would  allow  drilling  atop  the  plateau,  the 
requirement  for  phased  and  clustered  development  is  assumed  to  result  in  only  six  more  pads 
(thirteen  vs.  seven)  than  under  the  No  Action  Alternative. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  ^  The  Draft  ^a^s  t0  consider  current  oil  and  gas  development  in  the  region,  resulting  in  an 

text-  underestimate  °f  oil  ar»d  gas  impacts  and  skewing  the  analysis.  BLM  should  correct  the  flawed 
*  RFD,  which  does  not  comply  with  BLM  standards. 

4)  The  Proposed  Plan  incorporates  a  revised  RFD  (Appendix  H  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS) 
Response:  which  includes  the  most  current  oil  and  gas  development  data  provided  by  the  Colorado 
Department  of  Natural  Resources. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  5)  BLM  should  manage  the  top  of  the  plateau  to  protect  its  unique  backcountry  and  undeveloped 
text:  habitat  values,  even  in  lands  not  found  to  have  wilderness  character  per  se. 


Response: 


5)  Alternatives  II  and  III  incorporate  several  measures  to  protect  these  resources  values.  For 
Alternative  III  (Preferred),  the  purpose  of  deferred  development  was  specifically  to  allow  drilling 
technologies  to  continue  to  evolve  in  ways  to  reduce  impacts  of  these  and  other  resource  values. 
The  Proposed  Plan,  in  lieu  of  deferred  drilling,  incorporates  mandatory  phased  and  clustered 
development  atop  the  plateau,  with  a  minimum  of  0.5  mile  between  pads,  as  well  as  location  of 
surface  facilities  along  ridgetops  with  existing  roadways.  These  measures,  combined  with 
protections  such  as  four  ACECs,  the  Parachute  Creek  Watershed  Management  Area,  numerous 
and  extensive  NGD/NSO  restrictions,  and  restrictions  on  motorized  travel  to  designated  routes 
(except  over-snow  travel  by  snowmobiles),  are  expected  to  maintain  most  or  all  of  the 
backcountry  and  habitat  values  in  large  portions  of  the  area  atop  the  plateau. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  6)  BLM  should  include  a  discussion  of  "connected  actions"  that  are  likely  to  drive  additional 
text:  development  throughout  the  region. 

6)  Additional  development  throughout  the  region,  including  that  in  the  Planning  Area,  is  largely  a 
function  of  the  ongoing  regional  growth  in  human  population,  only  a  small  portion  of  which  is 
directly  or  indirectly  related  to  oil  and  gas  development  (see  Section  4.4.3  of  the  Draft 
Response:  RMPA/EIS  and  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS).  Oil  and  gas  development  is  largely  driven  by  market 
forces,  which  in  turn  are  shaped  by  geopolitical  as  well  as  economic  factors.  The  purpose  of  the 
RMPA/EIS  is  to  consider  a  reasonable  range  of  management  and  land  use  alternatives,  regardless 
of  the  outside  factors  that  may  be  driving  development  pressures. 
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Topic:  General  Comment 


7)  BLM  should  strengthen  stipulations  to  safeguard  the  area's  ecological  values.  This  includes  all 
of  the  related  components  of  the  Community  Alternative.  Additionally,  NGD/NSO  stipulations 
Comment  should  not  be  subject  to  modifications,  waivers,  or  exceptions;  protected  winter  range  seclusion 
text:  areas  should  be  expanded  to  the  size  used  in  the  1999  FSEIS;  ACECs  should  be  expanded  to 
40,495  acres  to  correspond  to  CDOW's  earlier  comments;  and  the  Parachute  Creek  Watershed 
Management  Area  should  provide  protection  from  all  uses,  not  only  oil  and  gas. 


Response: 


7)  Measures  to  conserve  and/or  protect  special  and  unique  natural  and  scenic  resources  have  been 
incorporated  into  the  Proposed  Plan.  Refer  to  Sec  2.3  and  Chapter  4  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final 
EIS  for  details.  Many  of  the  basic  components  of  the  "Community  Alternative"  were 
incorporated  in  various  combinations  into  the  five  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS. 
Many  of  these  components  are  also  reflected  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  (Section  2.3  and 
Table  2-1).  The  Proposed  Plan  incoiporates  a  number  of  surface  use  restrictions  and  stipulations 
for  the  protection  of  natural  resources  (Appendix  C  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS).  Wildlife 
winter  range  security  areas  in  the  Proposed  Plan  are  equivalent  to  those  in  the  1999  FSEIS.  The 
Proposed  Plan  designates  four  ACECs  (East  Fork  Parachute  Creek,  Trapper  /  Northwater  Creek, 
Magpie  Gulch,  and  Anvil  Points).  While  the  four  ACECs  occupy  a  somewhat  smaller  area  than 
under  Alternative  II,  the  basis  of  this  revision  was  a  more  refined  analysis  by  BLM  of  specific 
areas  containing  the  relevant  and  important  values  for  each  ACEC.  Thus,  a  comparable  level  of 
management  emphasis  on,  and  protection  of,  those  values  would  also  apply  despite  the  smaller 
area.  The  Proposed  Plan  would  also  designate  the  Parachute  Creek  Watershed  Management  Area 
to  protect  water  quality  and  watershed  integrity  and  function,  including  those  related  to  the 
Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout. 


Topic:  Recreation 

Comment  8)  BLM  should  designate  two  SRMAs:  Hubbard  Mesa  below  the  rim  and  another  SRMA  atop  the 
text:  plateau.  Both  SRMAs  should  have  an  NSO  for  oil  and  gas. 


Response: 


8)  No  SRMAs  will  be  designated  in  the  Proposed  Plan.  The  Planning  Area  will  be  managed  as 
part  of  the  Glenwood  Springs  Extensive  Recreation  Management  Area  (ERMA)  (Section  2.3  in 
the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS).  However,  Hubbard  Mesa  will  be  managed  as  the  Hubbard  Mesa 
OHV  riding  area,  designated  “open”  for  cross-country  OHV  travel). 


Topic:  Onsite  Travel  Management 

9)  Motorized  and  mechanized  travel  should  be  managed  to  avoid  new  roads,  routes,  and  habitat 
Comment  fragmentation.  BLM  should  specify  methods  and  standards  for  closing  administrative,  oil  and 
text:  gas,  and  other  selected  roads  and  routes  to  the  public  use  and  for  completing  closure  and 
reclamation  in  a  manner  that  will  be  permanently  effective. 

9)  The  Proposed  Plan  will  require  phased  and  clustered  development  atop  the  plateau,  with  an 
emphasis  on  location  of  surface  facilities  on  ridgetops  with  existing  roadways.  As  can  be  seen  in 
Table  4-2  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS,  the  result  of  this  approach,  combined  with  a 
management  emphasis  on  clustering  of  wells  below  the  rim,  is  expected  to  be  a  much  smaller 
amount  of  habitat  loss  (and  fragmentation)  than  the  other  alternatives. 

Regarding  road  closures,  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  discloses  segments  currently  planned  for 
Response:  closure,  primarily  to  avoid  redundant  routes  or  protect  sensitive  resources.  Decisions  about 
which  oil  and  gas  access  roads  should  remain  available  for  public  access  (if  any)  or 
administrative  use  will  be  made  at  the  time  they  are  no  longer  used  for  active  drilling  operations. 
Those  decisions  will  be  based  on  issues  such  as  public  safety,  recreational  value,  and  protection 
of  sensitive  resources.  Regarding  reclamation,  the  Proposed  Plan  will  implement  innovative 
reclamation  and  performance-based  monitoring  standards  (see  Appendix  J  of  the  Proposed 
Plan/Final  EIS). 
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Comment 

text: 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

10)  BLM  should  set  high  standards  on  oil  and  gas  development  to  respect  the  communities'  and 
residents'  quality  of  life,  including  use  of  BMPs  and  a  creative  and  innovative  use  of  stipulations. 
We  agree  with  the  related  comments  by  the  Colorado  Mule  Deer  Association  regarding  well  pad 
spacing,  limits  on  the  number  of  active  pads,  establishment  of  a  monitoring  system  to  allow  for 
adaptive  management,  use  of  performance-based  reclamation  standards,  and  adequate  bonding. 

10)  The  Proposed  Plan  emphasizes  balance  in  managing  for  a  variety  of  multiple  resource  uses 
incorporating  outcome-based  adaptive  management,  including  a  systematic,  phased  and  clustered 
oil  and  gas  development  within  a  non-contracting  Federal  Unit.  As  described  in  Section  2  of  the 
Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS,  this  approach  would  include  a  minimum  of  0.5  mile  between  well  pads, 
with  up  to  seventeen  wells  per  pad  and  the  placement  of  most  oil  and  gas  facilities  along  existing 
ridgetop  roadways.  It  also  would  include  extensive  areas  of  NGD/NSO  and  SSR/CSU 
Response:  restrictions  to  protect  a  variety  of  resources,  designation  of  four  ACECs  and  the  Parachute  Creek 
Watershed  Management  Area,  restriction  of  motorized  and  mechanized  travel  to  designated 
routes  (except  for  over-snow  travel  by  snowmobile),  use  of  BMPs  and  mitigation  measures,  and 
application  of  weed  control  and  performance-based  reclamation  standards.  BLM  believes  that, 
taken  together,  these  measures  and  actions  would  provide  ample  protection  of  sensitive 
ecological,  hydrological,  and  recreational  resources  atop  the  plateau  while  accommodating  a 
reasonable  level  of  natural  gas  production. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

1 1)  Area  communities,  split-estate  surface  owners,  and  surface  owners  adjacent  to  BLM  surface 
Comment  or  mineral  estates  should  be  notified  prior  to  lease  sales  or  drilling  and  given  an  opportunity  to 
text:  comment.  Communities,  especially,  should  be  given  the  opportunity  to  suggest  conditions  of 
approval  to  mitigate  impacts  on  the  communities. 

1 1)  Oil  and  gas  leasing  will  be  conducted  on  leasable  lands  in  accordance  with  the  Mineral 
Leasing  Act  and  the  Federal  Onshore  Oil  and  Gas  Reform  Act  of  1987  (Reform  Act)  and 
applicable  regulations  under  43  CFR  3100  and  in  accordance  with  the  decisions  made  through 
Response:  application  of  FLPMA  and  other  laws  applicable  to  public  lands.  Prior  to  exploration  and/or 
lease  development,  the  operator  must  submit  a  Geographic  Area  Proposal  identifying  projected 
activity  (including  well  locations,  pipelines,  and  facilities)  during  the  next  2  to  5  years  and 
appropriate  mitigation. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  ^  Bot^  ^  Pres^ent’s  National  Energy  Policy  and  comments  by  Secretary  Gale  Norton  require 
that  BLM  should  take  a  hard  look  at  requiring  emerging  technologies  to  reduce  impacts  while 
*  allowing  recovery  of  its  natural  gas  resource. 

12)  The  Proposed  Plan  incorporates  emerging  technologies  to  reduce  impacts,  including  a 
requirement  for  phased  and  clustered  development  atop  the  plateau,  utilizing  directional  drilling 
to  allow  up  to  seventeen  wells  per  pad.  The  Proposed  Plan  also  places  an  emphasis  on  creative 
Response:  reclamation  techniques  by  limiting  expansion  of  drilling  operations  into  successive  development 
areas  until  existing  surface  disturbances  are  showing  satisfactory  progress  toward  achieving 
stringent,  performance-based  reclamation  criteria  (see  Appendix  J  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final 
EIS). 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  13)  The  Draft  inappropriately  limits  the  impact  analysis  to  the  life  of  the  plan,  even  though 
text:  additional  impacts  are  identifiable  and  will  be  irreversibly  set  in  motion. 

13)  It  is  BLM’s  policy  that  impacts  beyond  20  years  are  too  speculative  to  allow  a  meaningful 
P  *  and  reliable  analysis.  For  example,  changes  in  drilling  technology,  development  of  other  energy 
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sources,  and  geopolitical  or  economic  factors  could  result  in  a  much  different  planning 
environment  than  at  present. 


Topic:  General  Comment 


Comment 

text: 


14)  The  Draft  includes  too  narrow  a  range  of  alternatives  and  failed  to  consider  reasonable 
alternatives  that  would  alter  the  impacts  and  cost-benefit  analysis.  This  includes  an  alternative 
such  as  preliminary  Alternative  F.  BLM  erred  in  concluding  that  Alternative  F  would  not  comply 
with  the  Transfer  Act,  thus  incorrectly  setting  too  narrow  a  limit  on  the  range  of  alternatives 
considered. 


14)  Chapter  2  provides  a  description  of  what  constitutes  a  “reasonable  range  of  alternatives” 
under  NEPA.  BLM  concluded,  and  continues  to  believe,  that  Alternative  F  did  not  meet  the 
#  fundamental  requirement  of  the  Transfer  Act.  However,  Alternative  II,  the  deferred  leasing 
**  ’  aspect  of  Alternative  III  (to  allow  technologies  to  evolve  before  developing  the  top  of  the 

plateau),  and  the  Proposed  Plan  (with  its  requirement  for  phased  and  clustered  development  on 
top)  provide  extensive  protection  of  the  resource  values  in  that  portion  of  the  Planning  Area. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

15)  Additionally,  BLM  should  have  included  an  alternative  using  creative  and  innovative 
Comment  stipulations,  such  as  requiring  use  of  emerging  technologies  and  directional  drilling  and  setting 
text:  limits  on  the  amount  of  land  disturbed  at  any  one  time  (e.g.,  see  the  Otera  Mesa  lease  ROD  in 
New  Mexico). 

15)  The  Proposed  Plan  incorporates  emerging  technologies  to  reduce  impacts,  including  a 
requirement  for  phased  and  clustered  development  atop  the  plateau,  utilizing  directional  drilling 
to  allow  up  to  seventeen  wells  per  pad.  The  Proposed  Plan  also  places  an  emphasis  on  creative 
Response:  reclamation  techniques  by  limiting  expansion  of  drilling  operations  into  successive  development 
areas  until  existing  surface  disturbances  are  showing  satisfactory  progress  toward  achieving 
stringent,  performance-based  reclamation  criteria  (see  Appendix  J  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final 
EIS). 


Topic:  General  Comment 


16)  Alternative  I  (No  Action)  inappropriately  differs  from  some  of  the  protective  requirements 
Comment  established  in  the  1999  FSEIS,  thus  not  really  representing  "continuation  of  current 

text:  management."  For  example,  preliminary  Alternative  A,  also  designated  No  Action,  had  0  acres  of 
standard  lease  terms,  while  Alternative  I  has  more  than  7,000  acres. 


Response: 


16)  While  Alternative  I  was  not  chosen  as  the  preferred  alternative,  the  following  provides  an 
explanation  of  the  details,  for  the  sake  of  clarity.  The  overall  management  objective  for 
Alternative  I  was  to  maintain  present  uses  by  continuing  present  management  direction  and 
activities.  This  alternative  was  "no  action"  in  the  sense  of  "no  change  from  current  management," 
but  not  in  the  sense  of  "no  change  from  current  conditions."  For  example,  a  portion  of  the 
planning  area  is  currently  under  oil  and  gas  lease  and  is  subject  to  further  development  regardless 
of  the  outcome  of  the  current  planning  process.  In  general,  current  uses  and  trends  would 
continue. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

17)  The  amount  of  oil  and  gas  development  contemplated  under  Alternative  V  is  unreasonable 
Comment  and  would  likely  violate  BLM’s  duty  to  avoid  unnecessary  and  undue  degradation  of  the  planning 
text:  area's  unique  resources  and  other  uses.  Alternative  V  would  clearly  run  contrary  to  the  wishes  of 
a  majority  of  local  governments,  residents,  and  public. 

Response:  17)  Alternative  V  was  not  selected  as  the  Proposed  Plan. 
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Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 


Comment  ^  The  does  not  adequately  address  impacts  of  drilling  crews  (either  permanent  camps  or 
text-  re§u^ar  transPort  to/from  drilling  sites),  routine  inspection  and  maintenance  of  wells,  and 

’  ancillary  facilities  (e.g.,  will  there  be  a  year-round  maintenance/storage  facility  atop  the  plateau?). 

18)  Both  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  impact  analyses  assumed  year-round 
impacts  associated  with  operation,  inspection,  and  maintenance  activities  atop  the  plateau.  The 
analysis  of  the  Proposed  Plan,  and  the  impact  summary  for  the  other  five  alternatives,  has  been 
modified  to  reflect  more  conservative  assumptions  about  the  width  of  “disturbance  zones”  along 
Response:  roads  and  around  drill  pads  and  other  oil  and  gas  facilities  (see  Section  4.3.2).  These  more 
conservative  assumptions,  reflecting  larger  zones  of  reduced  wildlife  use,  were  derived  from 
recent  studies  regarding  the  impacts  of  oil  and  gas  drilling  on  deer  and  elk  winter  range  in 
Wyoming.  The  results  of  those  studies  were  recommended  by  CDOW  as  a  more  appropriate 
basis  for  estimating  effective  habitat  loss  from  human  disturbance. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

19)  The  spectrum  of  protective  stipulations  and  management  tools  is  inadequate.  BLM  has  the 
Comment  authority  to  express  more  control  over  oil  and  gas  development.  Additionally,  some  of  the 

text:  stipulations  are  misleading  by  providing  less  protection  than  indicated  (e.g.,  NGD  actually  allows 
ground  disturbance).  These  deficiencies  should  be  corrected. 

19)  BLM  regulations  and  policies  regarding  NSO,  CSU,  or  TL  stipulations  recognize  that  the 
resource  value  being  protected  may  not  exist  throughout  an  area  mapped  for  application  of  a 
specific  stipulation,  and  that  conditions  may  change  through  time  that  would  make  the  stipulation 
either  unnecessary  or  in  need  of  revision.  However,  in  considering  a  request  for  exception, 
waiver,  or  modification  of  a  protective  stipulation,  the  burden  is  on  the  party  seeking  the  change 
to  demonstrate  that  the  resource  value  being  protected  would  not  be  adversely  affected.  Only  the 
Preferred  Alternative  of  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  included  some  stipulations  not  subject  to 
Response:  exceptions — i.e.,  would  apply  throughout  the  mapped  area  of  the  stipulation  regardless  of 

localized  situations  in  which  the  protected  resource  value  is  not  present.  Please  see  Appendix  C 
of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  regarding  protective  stipulations  under  the  Proposed  Plan. 
Specifically,  the  Proposed  Plan  places  greater  emphasis  on  incorporating  the  bases  under  which  a 
stipulation  might  be  applied  as  part  of  the  description  of  that  stipulation.  Note,  however,  that  any 
situation  in  which  BLM  would  decide  not  to  apply  a  stipulation  in  an  area  for  which  it  is  mapped 
would  require  documentation  that  the  resource  value(s)  being  protected  by  the  stipulation  would 
continue  to  be  adequately  protected. 


Topic:  Rangeland  Management  and  Health 

20)  Oil  and  gas  development  must  comply  with  BLM's  obligation  to  range  lessees.  We  endorse 
the  10-point  platform  of  the  New  Mexico  Cattle  Growers  Association  (page  37  of  comments). 
Comment  These  deal  with  more  stringent  requirements  for  repair  and  cleanup,  monitoring  of  impacts, 

text:  aggressive  weed  control,  stringent  reclamation  standards,  more  frequent  and  stringent  inspection 
and  enforcement,  and  use  of  innovative  technologies  to  reduce  the  number  and  size  of  surface 
locations. 

20)  The  Proposed  Plan  incorporates  a  number  of  specific  management  actions  (Section  2.3.1  in 
the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS),  as  well  as  reclamation  standards,  regular  monitoring  requirements, 
Response:  and  performance-based  reclamation  success  criteria  (see  Appendix  J  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final 
EIS)  to  reduce  the  area  of  long-term  physical  impacts  of  oil  and  gas  development  and  to 
encourage  more  successful  reclamation  and  revegetation  of  these  areas. 


Topic:  Other  Minerals 

Comment  ^  ^  T^e  Dra^  ^oes  n0t  g*ve  a<^ec|uate  attenti°n  t0  °il  shale  or  coalbed  natural  gas  -  in  terms  of 
text-  Poss^*e  hnpacts  from  those  actions.  Unless  expanded,  the  Draft  does  not  allow  leasing  or 
"  development  of  those  resources  under  NEPA. 
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Response: 


21)  Section  3.5.6. 1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  expands  on  the  discussion  of  oil  shale 
development.  Development  of  oil  shale  in  areas  with  a  Federal  mineral  estate  would  be  regulated 
by  BLM  and  subject  to  the  same  restrictions/stipulations  regarding  surface  activities.  Since  BLM 
does  not  believe  that  oil  shale  development  is  realistic  in  the  Planning  Area  during  the  20-year 
period  of  analysis,  the  cumulative  impacts  would  be  speculative  and  hence  not  considered  in  the 
RMPA/EIS.  Moreover,  the  type  and  extent  of  cumulative  impacts  would  depend  on  the  process 
used  and  the  scale  of  development.  If  oil  shale  development  does  arise  as  a  desired  use  during  the 
planning  period,  impacts  would  be  considered  in  a  separate  NEPA  document  prepared  in 
response  to  specific  proposals,  and  that  development  would  be  constrained  by  the  restrictions  on 
surface  uses  that  apply  to  other  activities. 


Topic:  Rangeland  Management  and  Health 


Comment 

text: 


22)  The  Draft  does  not  adequately  address  impacts  of  grazing  under  the  effects  of  ongoing 
drought.  This  is  a  perfect  time  for  BLM  to  evaluate  whether  to  permanently  close  long-vacant 
allotments. 


Response: 


22)  The  Proposed  Plan  incorporates  a  number  of  specific  management  actions  intended  to  better 
regulate  and  monitor  livestock  grazing  impacts  on  other  natural  resource  values.  This  includes 
actions  to  address  livestock  management  in  response  to  drought  conditions  (Section  2.3.2  and 
Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS). 


Topic:  Special  Status  Fish  and  Wildlife 


23)  The  Draft  must  more  clearly  define  "high  risk"  and  "moderate  risk"  areas  for  sensitive 
Comment  eco^°8^ca*  resources  and  take  a  harder  look  at  impacts  to,  and  management  of,  all  special  status 
text'  sPec*eS-  These  should  include  Colorado  special-concern  species.  The  midget  faded  rattlesnake 
’  may  be  a  separate  species  elevated  to  ESA  protection.  This  also  includes  a  harder  look  at 
whether  lynx  use  the  area  and  would  be  affected. 


Response: 


23)  Those  terms  have  been  replaced  with  “high  value”  to  more  clearly  describe  their  role,  and 
clarifying  text  has  been  added  to  Section  4.3.4.  BLM  took  a  hard  look  at  impacts  to,  and 
management  of,  special  status  species  (discussed  in  Section  4.3.4).  The  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS 
addresses  Colorado  special-concern  species  and  expands  on  the  discussion  for  lynx. 


Topic:  Special  Status  Plants  and  Significant  Plant  Communities 

Comment  24)  BLM  should  be  using  Reveal's  revised  taxonomy  of  the  "Roan  Cliffs  blazing  star."  BLM 
text:  should  assess  cumulative  impacts  to  all  special  status  species. 


Response: 


24)  Roan  Cliffs  blazingstar  ( Mentzelia  rhizomata )  is  a  recent  taxonomic  reclassification  (Reveal 
2002)  for  the  species  formerly  referred  to  as  Roan  Cliffs  blazingstar  ( Nuttallia  argillosa )  (Weber 
and  Wittman  2001)  in  Roan  Plateau  vicinity  of  Colorado  and  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  Under  this 
new  classification,  the  species  is  considered  a  Colorado  endemic,  widely  distributed  but 
edaphically  restricted  to  steep,  shale  talus  or  scree  slopes  derived  from  the  Parachute  Creek 
member  of  the  Green  River  Formation,  in  the  general  vicinity  of  the  Roan  Plateau,  north  of 
DeBeque  and  Parachute.  It  also  occurs  in  the  ridge  and  plateau  north  of  the  Book  Cliffs  and  the 
city  of  Grand  Junction  (Reveal  2002).  This  revised  taxonomy  is  incorporated  into  the  Proposed 
Plan.  For  analysis  purposes,  it  is  assumed,  consistent  with  Reveal  (2002),  that  the  BLM  sensitive 
species  status  and  CNHP  rank  of  G3/S2  for  this  species  will  not  change  with  the  reclassification 
(Section  3.3.3. 1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS).  Reveal,  J.L.  2002.  Mentzelia  rhizomata 
(Loasaceae:  Mentzelioideae),  a  new  species  from  western  Colorado.  Systematic  Botany  27:763- 
767.  Weber,  W.  A.  and  R.C.  Wittmann.  2001.  Colorado  flora:  Western  slope.  University 
Press  of  Colorado.  Boulder. 


Topic:  Forest  Products 

Comment  25)  BLM  must  take  a  harder  look  at  forest  management. 
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text: 

25)  BLM  believes  that  it  did  take  a  hard  look  at  these  issues  in  both  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and 
Response:  Proposed  Plan/Final  E1S  analyses  and  that  the  analyses  meet  the  requirements  of  NEPA  and  BLM 
planning  policies. 


Topic:  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 

Comment  26)  BLM  must  disclose  which  resources  in  nominated  ACECs  would  not  be  protected  in 
text:  alternatives  other  than  Alternative  II. 

26)  The  Proposed  Plan  includes  designation  of  the  four  ACECs  discussed  under  Alternative  II 
and  special  management  of  the  relevant  and  important  resources  each  contains  (Section  2.3.2, 
Table  2-1,  and  Table  2-2  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS).  While  the  four  ACECs  occupy  a 
Response:  somewhat  smaller  area  than  under  Alternative  II,  the  basis  of  this  revision  was  a  more  refined 
analysis  by  BLM  of  specific  areas  containing  the  relevant  and  important  values  for  each  ACEC. 
Thus,  a  comparable  level  of  management  emphasis  on,  and  protection  of,  those  values  would  also 
apply  despite  the  smaller  area. 


Topic:  Rangeland  Management  and  Health 

Comment  27)  BLM  should  use  both  active  and  passive  restoration.  Alternative  II  sometimes  precludes 
text:  active  restoration. 


Response: 


27)  The  Proposed  Plan  includes  active  and  natural  (passive)  processes  for  reclamation  and 
restoration  (Section  2.3.2  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS). 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 

Comment  28)  Timing  Limitations  do  not  protect  against  loss,  degradation,  or  fragmentation  of  critical 
text:  habitats. 


Response: 


28)  The  BLM  recognizes  this  fact,  which  is  why  the  assessment  of  impacts  to  terrestrial  and 
aquatic  wildlife  (Section  4.3.2)  and  special  status  species  (Section  4.3.4)  analyzed  impacts  of 
direct  habitat  loss  as  well  as  indirect  habitat  loss  from  reduced  wildlife  use  in  proximity  to  human 
activity  (including  oil  and  gas  development).  Habitat  fragmentation,  such  as  associated  with 
increasing  road  densities,  is  also  discussed  in  these  sections.  The  year-round  (versus  seasonal) 
limitations  on  habitat  impacts  afforded  by  NGD/NSO  and  SSR/CSU  restrictions,  incorporated  at 
varying  levels  for  all  of  the  alternatives,  were  developed  specifically  to  “protect  against  loss, 
degradation,  or  fragmentation  of  critical  habitats.” 


Topic:  General  Comment 


29)  Where  ground  disturbance  allowable  under  an  NGD  would  significantly  impact  special  status 
Comment  species  or  other  sensitive  resources,  BLM  should  also  apply  an  SSR  or  otherwise  disallow  the 

text:  disturbance.  A  mineral  withdrawal  should  be  considered  if  BLM  is  unable  to  prohibit  disturbance 
causes  by  development  of  locatable  minerals  using  NGD  designation. 


Response: 


29)  The  Proposed  Plan  implements  NGD/NSO  restrictions  for  protection  for  all  occupied 
Candidate  plant  species  habitat  as  well  as  SSR/CSU  restrictions  for  occupied  habitat  for  special 
status  plant  species,  significant  plant  communities,  and  a  number  of  supporting  ecological 
processes  (Section  2.3.2  and  Appendix  C  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS). 


Topic:  General  Comment 


Comment 

text: 


30)  BLM  must  properly  manage  all  of  its  lands,  not  just  those  currently  unleased. 


30)  BLM  recognizes  this  fact.  Land  use  plans,  such  as  resulting  from  the  current  RMPA/EIS 
Response:  process,  are  primary  mechanisms  for  guiding  BLM  activities  and  management.  In  the  meantime, 
BLM  has  been  managing  currently  unleased  areas  under  existing  land  use  plans  for  the  Glenwood 
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Springs  Resource  Area.  The  description  of  Alternative  I  (No  Action)  in  Chapter  2  and 
throughout  Chapters  3  and  4  presents  the  existing  management  of  currently  unleased  lands. 


Topic:  Special  Status  Plants  and  Significant  Plant  Communities 


Comment 

text: 


31)  BLM  must  not  dispose  of  habitat  for  special  status  species. 


Response: 


31)  The  Proposed  Plan  implements  NGD/NSO  restrictions  for  protection  for  all  occupied 
Candidate  plant  species  habitat  as  well  as  SSR/CSU  restrictions  for  occupied  habitat  for  special 
status  plant  species,  significant  plant  communities,  and  a  number  of  supporting  ecological 
processes  (Section  2.3.2  and  Appendix  C  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS).  In  making  any 
determinations  about  future  disposal  of  lands,  BLM  would  certainly  consider  whether  the  subject 
lands  contain  NGD/NSO  or  SSR/CSU  restrictions  related  to  special  status  species. 


Topic:  Special  Status  Fish  and  Wildlife 

Comment  Mitigations  for  raptors  (buffer  zone  widths),  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout  (including 

text"  recovery  as  we^  as  protection),  midget  faded  rattlesnakes,  and  spadefoot  toads  are  inadequate. 

'  WMA  guidelines  should  be  mandatory  and  applied  to  all  alternatives. 

32)  BLM  believes  that  the  various  protective  measures  described  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS — 
including  both  seasonal  restrictions  and  limits  on  long-term  ground-disturbing  activities — are 
adequate.  While  the  potential  level  of  impacts  differs  somewhat  among  alternatives  due  to 
differing  levels  of  oil  and  gas  development  and  other  factors,  protective  restrictions  would  apply 
under  all  of  the  alternatives,  including  the  Proposed  Plan  (Section  4.3.4).  Additionally,  with 
regard  to  the  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout,  the  Proposed  Plan  offers  some  additional  protection 
Response:  by  combining  “high-risk”  and  “moderate-risk”  areas  of  watershed  processes  into  a  single  “high- 
value”  category  and  protecting  it  with  an  NGD/NSO.  Additionally,  the  designation  of  the 
Parachute  Creek  WMA  for  the  entire  top  of  the  plateau,  and  the  retention  of  both  stream-based 
ACECs  from  Alternative  II  (although  with  somewhat  smaller  footprints)  are  aimed  specifically  at 
improving  protections  for  the  trout  compared  to  the  Preferred  Alternative.  WMA  guidelines 
would  be  incorporated  as  BMPs  and  mitigation  measures  to  be  applied  where  appropriate  to 
protect  the  resource  values  (see  Appendix  I  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS). 


Topic:  Special  Status  Plants  and  Significant  Plant  Communities 

33)  Mitigations  for  special  status  plants  and  plant  communities  are  inadequate.  Proposed  grazing 
Comment  management  is  inadequate,  and  reclamation  should  be  held  to  a  higher  standard,  including  use  of 
text:  only  native  species  under  all  alternatives.  BLM  should  attempt  to  acquire  rare  plant  habitat  on 
Mt.  Callahan. 

33)  The  Proposed  Plan  implements  NGD/NSO  restrictions  for  protection  for  all  occupied 
Candidate  plant  species  habitat  as  well  as  SSR/CSU  restrictions  for  occupied  habitat  for  special 
status  plant  species,  significant  plant  communities,  and  a  number  of  supporting  ecological 
processes  (Section  2.3.2  and  Appendix  C  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS).  The  Proposed  Plan 
#  incorporates  a  number  of  specific  management  actions  (Section  2.3.1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final 
**  ’  EIS),  as  well  as  reclamation  standards,  mitigation  activities,  regular  monitoring  requirements,  and 

reclamation  success  criteria  (Appendix  J  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS)  intended  to  reduce  the 
area  of  long-term  physical  impacts  of  all  ground-disturbing  activities  as  well  as  encourage  more 
successful  reclamation  and  revegetation  of  these  areas.  This  includes  using  only  native  plant 
species,  in  most  instances,  for  revegetation. 


Topic:  Special  Status  Fish  and  Wildlife 

Comment 


text: 


34)  Managing  native  nongame  fish  as  food  for  stocked  natives  is  unacceptable  and  shocking. 


Response:  34)  The  document  does  not  imply  that  the  native  fishes  are  managed  as  food  for  stocked 
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gamefishes.  It  merely  discloses  that  this  is  one  of  their  ecological  and  recreational  qualities, 
which  is  inarguable. 


Topic:  Special  Status  Fish  and  Wildlife 

Comment  35)  The  document  must  more  thoroughly  address  lynx  and  prohibit  cross-country  snowmobile 
text:  travel  in  lynx  habitat.  BLM  must  take  a  harder  look  at  potential  impacts  to  this  listed  species. 

35)  The  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  addresses  the  lynx  in  greater  detail  and  is  less  negative  about  its 
potential  for  occurrence  (Section  4.3.4).  If  evidence  of  use  by  lynx  is  discovered — either  within 
the  Planning  Area  or  in  nearby  areas  that  suggest  the  potential  for  occurrence  onsite — the  BLM 
„  can  place  restrictions  on  cross-country  snowmobile  travel  at  that  time.  Until  then,  BLM  believes 

K  '  that  allowing  cross-country  travel  with  a  minimum  of  12  inches  of  snow  is  an  appropriate  balance 
with  the  desired  winter  recreational  use  of  the  area.  Please  note  that  the  Proposed  Plan  would 
reduce  impacts  to  the  potential  lynx  habitat  atop  the  plateau  to  a  greater  degree  than  any  of  the 
five  previous  alternatives,  except  for  Alternative  I  (see  Table  4-2). 


Topic:  Special  Status  Fish  and  Wildlife 

36)  The  DEIS  does  not  incorporate  a  Biological  Assessment  or  Biological  Opinion,  making  it 
Comment  impossible  to  assess  compliance  with  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act,  or 
text:  Bald  and  Golden  Eagle  Protection  Act,  nor  does  it  document  consultation  and  coordination  with 
the  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

36)  A  Biological  Assessment  being  prepared  by  BLM  will  be  submitted  to  the  U.S.  Fish  and 

„  Wildlife  Service  following  completion  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS.  The  Proposed  Plan/Final 

Response:  r 

F  ’  EIS  includes  additional  discussion  of  compliance  with  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  Migratory 

Bird  Treaty  Act,  and  Bald  and  Golden  Eagle  Protection  Act. 


Topic:  Special  Status  Fish  and  Wildlife 


Comment 

text: 


37)  BLM  should  incorporate  the  USFWS  Utah  Field  Office's  guidelines  for  raptor  protection. 


Response: 


37)  BLM  believes  that  the  approaches  to  raptor  protection  embodied  in  both  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS 
and  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  are  adequate.  These  approaches  include  seasonal  restrictions  on 
human  activity  and  restrictions  on  long-term  ground-disturbing  activities  around  nest  sites 
(Sections  4.3.2  and  4.3.4). 


Topic:  Special  Status  Fish  and  Wildlife 

38)  BLM's  sensitive  species  stipulation  does  not  satisfy  Section  7  ESA  obligations  regarding  oil 
and  gas  leasing,  nor  does  it  address  many  sensitive  species  obligations.  This  includes  identifying 
Comment  needed  restrictions;  establishing  objectives  for  habitat  maintenance,  improvement,  and  expansion; 
text:  identifying  priority  areas  for  Habitat  Management  Plans;  establishing  priority  habitat  monitoring 
objectives;  and  determining  affirmative  conservation  measures  to  improve  habitat  conditions  and 
resolve  conflicts. 


Response: 


38)  BLM  believes  that  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  adequately  address 
these  topics.  Specific  management  of  special  status  species  and  significant  plant  communities  is 
discussed  in  Section  2.3.2  and  summarized  in  Table  2.1.  Impacts  to  these  resources  under  the 
Proposed  Plan  are  discussed  in  Section  4.3.3  and  4.3.4  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 

39)  The  Draffs  information  on  big  game  habitat,  movements,  and  numbers  is  not  adequate  for 
Comment  projecting  and  mitigating  impacts  under  the  various  alternatives.  Because  it  does  not  accurately 
text:  project  gas  drilling  activity,  it  significantly  underestimates  impacts  to  big  game  and  other 
wildlife. 
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39)  BLM  believes  that  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  adequately  address 
these  topics  and  specifically  disagrees  that  the  analysis  underestimates  impacts  to  big  game  and 
other  wildlife,  since  assumptions  used  were  very  conservative.  The  Proposed  Plan  incorporates 
Response:  comments  and  current  data  from  the  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife,  which  participated  as  a 
division  of  the  Colorado  Department  of  Natural  Resources  as  a  Cooperating  Agency  (Section 
3.3.2).  In  addition,  the  RFD  used  as  a  basis  for  analysis  in  the  Final  Draft  RMPA/EIS  has  been 
revised  and  updated  (Appendix  H). 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 

Comment  Some  big  game  protective  stipulations  under  the  1999  FSEIS  are  not  carried  through  at  the 
text*  same  ^eve^ t0  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  An  example  is  the  acre  amount  of  seclusion  zones.  This 
'  decrease  in  protection  is  not  adequately  analyzed. 

40)  The  Proposed  Plan  incorporates  the  wildlife  seclusion  (security)  areas  atop  the  plateau  under 
Response:  the  1999  FSEIS  and  protects  them  with  SSR/CSU  restrictions,  while  the  seclusion  areas  below 
the  rim  are  maintained  and  protected  with  NGD/NSO  restrictions  (Section  4.3.2). 


Topic:  Areas  Managed  to  Protect  Wilderness  Character  or  Specific  Wilderness  Values 

41)  Trapper  Creek  is  inappropriately  left  out  of  the  alternative  proposals  for  protecting  lands  with 
wilderness  character.  The  livestock  fence  to  protect  and  restore  riparian  habitat  is  not  an 
Comment  appropriate  basis  for  disqualifying  Trapper  Creek.  It  is  not  substantially  noticeable,  and  it  is  there 
text:  for  purposes  that  enhance  the  area's  ecological  quality.  Impacts  in  the  southeastern  portion  of  the 
Trapper  Creek  unit  also  are  not  substantially  noticeable.  Also,  the  cherry-stemmed  route  TC-13 
is  not  an  "old  roadbed"  as  claimed  by  BLM. 


41)  Trapper  Creek  was  not  included  as  an  area  to  be  managed  specifically  to  maintain  wilderness 
values  because  it  did  not  meet  all  wilderness  characteristics  (see  Section  3. 5. 8. 2  and  4.5.8  in  the 
Draft  RMPA/EIS).  Even  so,  however,  BLM  believes  that  the  management  prescriptions  under 
Response:  the  ACEC  designation  in  Alternatives  II,  III,  IV,  and  the  Proposed  Plan,  the  Watershed 

Management  Area  designation  in  Alternatives  III.  IV,  and  the  Proposed  Plan,  and  the  various 
restrictions  on  ground-disturbing  activities  provide  appropriate  levels  of  protection  for  these 
resource  values.  Please  see  Tables  2-1, 2-2,  and  2-3  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 


Topic:  Areas  Managed  to  Protect  Wilderness  Character  or  Specific  Wilderness  Values 

Comment  42)  The  "no-lease"  designation  for  lands  having  wilderness  character  should  be  applied  to  all 
text:  alternatives. 

42)  BLM  believes  that  the  range  of  resource  protections — instead  of  relying  on  a  no-lease 
designation — is  more  appropriate  for  evaluating  different  alternatives  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS. 
For  the  Proposed  Plan  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS,  BLM  has  elected  not  to  apply  the  no-lease 
Response:  designation  but  instead  to  rely  on  the  stringent  restrictions  under  the  concept  of  phased  and 
clustered  development  and  extensive  areas  where  no  long-term  ground-disturbing  activities 
would  be  allowed.  These  measures  would  help  maintain  the  existing  character  of  the  upper 
plateau  while  accommodating  oil  and  gas  development,  as  specified  by  the  Transfer  Act. 


Topic:  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 


43)  All  four  ACECs  should  be  designated  in  the  final  alternative  and  managed  accordingly.  This 
Comment  should  include  withdrawal  from  mineral  leasing,  no  coal  development,  no  new  timber  roads,  no 
text:  mechanical  means  of  vegetation  management,  NSO  stipulations  throughout,  and  restriction  of 
OHV  travel  to  designated  routes. 


Response: 


43)  Four  ACECs  will  be  designated  (East  Fork  Parachute  Creek,  Trapper  /  Northwater  Creek, 
Magpie  Gulch,  and  Anvil  Points).  While  the  four  ACECs  occupy  a  somewhat  smaller  area  than 
under  Alternative  II,  the  basis  of  this  revision  was  a  more  refined  analysis  by  BLM  of  specific 
areas  containing  the  relevant  and  important  values  for  each  ACEC.  Thus,  a  comparable  level  of 
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management  emphasis  on.  and  protection  of.  those  values  would  also  apply  despite  the  smaller 
area.  Management  prescriptions  for  these  areas  are  found  in  Table  2-2.  Travel  would  be  limited 
to  designated  routes  except  for  the  Hubbard  Mesa  OHV  riding  area  and  over-snow  travel  by 
snowmobile.  Coal  development  or  timbering  are  not  anticipated  but  would  be  required  to  adhere 
to  the  surface  restrictions  that  apply  to  other  land  uses. 


Topic:  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 

Comment  44)  These  streams  and  their  watersheds  should  be  fully  protected  until  a  final  determination,  with 
text:  full  public  participation,  has  been  made. 

.  44)  The  Proposed  Plan  includes  management  of  eligible  streams  as  WSRs  until  suitability  is 
esponse.  cjecjcje(4  (Section  2.3.2  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS). 


Topic:  Water  Resources 

Comment  45)  BLM  must  develop  and  implement  statistically  sound  surface  water  and  groundwater 
text:  monitoring  plans. 

45)  Because  of  the  many  measures  included  to  protect  water  quality  (see  Section  4.2.4)  and  what 
#  the  impact  analysis  concludes  is  a  low  potential  for  adverse  impacts.  BLM  does  not  currently  plan 
"  ’  to  implement  groundwater  or  surface  water  monitoring.  However,  the  oil  and  gas  lease  terms 

specify  that  spills  must  be  reported  to  BLM  and  corrective  actions  implemented. 


Topic:  Water  Resources 

Comment  46)  In  assessing  new  road  construction  and  other  impacts  that  may  affect  water  quality,  BLM 
text:  must  be  realistic  about  the  resources  available  for  adequate  maintenance  and  rehabilitation. 


Response: 


46)  BLM  believes  that  the  impact  analyses  in  Chapter  4  regarding  water  quality  reflect  a  realistic 
assessment  of  the  resources  available  for  adequate  maintenance  and  rehabilitation. 


Topic:  Upland  Vegetation  and  Riparian/Wetland  Areas 

Comment  47)  BLM  should  incorporate  the  Riparian-Wetland  Initiative  into  the  Plan,  particularly  the 
text:  objective  of  restoring  75%  of  riparian  areas  to  "proper  functioning  condition." 

47)  The  Proposed  Plan  includes  management  of  riparian  communities  to  achieve  proper 
Response:  functioning  condition  (PFC)  and  late  serai-stage  plant  community  development  (Section  2.3.2  in 
the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS). 


Topic:  Water  Resources 

Comment  48)  The  Draft  does  not  adequately  describe  a  method(s)  for  treating  and  disposing  of  condensate 
text:  and  produced  water  from  wells  on  top  of  the  plateau.  The  Draft  should  also  analyze  trends  in  pH. 

48)  The  Proposed  Plan  specifies  adherence  to  all  State  and  Federal  water  quality  standards  for 
management  actions  within  the  Planning  Area  (Section  2.3.2  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS).  It 
Response:  also  states  that  produced  waters  will  either  be  trucked  and  disposed  offsite,  treated  and  used 
beneficially  onsite,  or  reused  in  subsequent  drilling  activities.  BLM  does  not  believe  that 
tracking  the  long-tenn  trend  in  pH  of  surface  waters  or  groundwater  is  warranted. 


Topic:  Climate  and  Air  Quality 

49)  Air  quality  analyses  and  modeling  in  the  Draft  appear  incomplete  and  do  not  comport  with 
currently  accepted  standards.  Specific  problems  are:  the  analysis  assumes  flat  terrain;  the 
Comment  analysis  underestimates  particulates,  especially  dust  from  roads  and  construction  areas;  the 
text:  analysis  does  not  consider  pollution  from  construction  vehicles  and  drill  rigs;  the  number  of 

compressor  engines  and  the  emissions  from  them  need  to  be  estimated;  and  the  analysis  considers 
only  impacts  from  construction  and  use  of  new  roads  without  considering  increased  traffic  on 


6-86 


Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  ■  August  2006 
Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area,  Colorado 


CHAPTER  6  -  CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 


existing  roads.  Also,  the  analysis  did  not  consider  VOCs  related  to  emissions  from  condensate 
tanks. 

49)  The  near-field  analysis  generally  followed  the  accepted  methodology  from  a  previous 
analysis  for  the  Glenwood  area  (NPS,  1998)  performed  for  BLM.  The  near- field  analysis  was 
intended  to  look  at  impacts  in  the  vicinity  of  a  representative  set  of  sources,  and  was  not  intended 
to  be  a  cumulative  analysis.  The  cumulative  impacts  analysis  was  performed  with  the  CALPUFF 
model  and  the  appropriate  BLM  and  inventory  sources. 

Flat  terrain  was  chosen  because  the  level  of  information  available  for  the  location  of  sources  was 
insufficient  to  do  otherwise.  Further,  modeled  results  in  complex  terrain  would  not  necessarily 
result  in  higher  concentrations.  This  would  depend  on  several  factors  including:  location  of 
sources  relative  to  the  terrain;  shape,  height,  and  location  of  terrain;  meteorology,  source 
characteristics,  etc. 

The  construction  activities  included  in  the  near-field  analysis  are  temporary  in  nature  and  thus, 
Response:  the  comparison  to  the  EPA  SILs  is  not  applicable.  Construction  and  construction  vehicle  traffic 
were  included  in  the  analyses  but  tailpipe  emissions  were  not.  The  drill  rig  engines  were 
excluded  based  on  preliminary  emissions  calculations  performed  by  NSTC  Air  Quality  staff. 
Compressors  were  considered  point  source  and  the  parameters  included  6  compressors,  equally 
spaced  within  a  5  x  5  well  matrix. 

Flare  modeling  was  conducted  as  a  separate  exercise  using  the  SCREEN3  model  with  a  pre¬ 
determined  matrix  of  meteorological  conditions.  Emission  factors  were  taken  from  EPA’s  AP- 
42,  volume  1,  chapter  13.5,  and  did  not  include  VOCs.  The  model  is  also  linear  with  respect  to 
emission  rate.  Therefore,  a  doubling  of  the  modeled  emission  rate  gives  a  doubling  of  the 
resulting  concentrations.  Examining  the  flare  modeling  results  and  the  maximum  concentrations 
listed  in  Table  5-73,  an  increase  in  emissions  by  a  factor  of  eight,  assuming  such  an  exercise  is 
valid,  still  yields  extremely  small  concentrations.  Therefore,  further  modeling  is  not  required. 


Topic:  Climate  and  Air  Quality 

50)  The  Draft  fails  to  satisfy  three  basic  duties  prescribed  by  law:  the  duty  to  fully  characterize 
Comment  cumulative  impacts  under  NEPA;  the  duty  to  satisfy  the  requirement  under  FLPMA  that  an  RMP 
text:  must  ensures  compliance  with  all  applicable  pollution  control  laws;  and  the  duty  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  protect  the  air-quality  related  values  under  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

50)  A  cumulative  air  quality  analysis  was  performed.  Please  see  Section  4.2.5  of  the  Proposed 

_  Plan/Final  EIS.  BLM  believes  that  the  near-  and  far-field  analyses  satisfy  the  letter  and  intent  of 

Response* 

^  ’  FLPMA  and  the  CCA.  Additional  site-specific  air  quality  analyses  may  be  required  by  State  and 

local  agencies  during  permitting  processes. 


Topic:  Climate  and  Air  Quality 


Comment 

text: 


51)  The  Draft  must  be  revised  to  provide  adequate  monitoring  to  ensure  compliance  with 
regulatory  standards.  The  amendments  should  not  be  approved  until  a  quantitative  impact 
analysis  has  been  performed. 


Response: 


51)  An  extensive  air  quality  impact  analysis  was  performed  and  is  described  in  Section  4.2.5  of 
the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS.  The  modeling  results  showed  that  the  air  quality  impact  of  oil  and 
gas  development  on  BLM  lands  under  the  Proposed  Plan  would  be  well  below  the  regulatory 
thresholds.  Therefore  mitigation  measures  were  not  required  as  a  component  of  the  plan. 
Nonetheless,  relevant  BMPs  and  potential  mitigation  measures  are  described  in  the  Proposed 
Plan/Final  EIS. 


Topic:  Climate  and  Air  Quality 

Comment  52)  The  Draft  is  arbitrary  and  capricious  and  otherwise  inconsistent  with  law  because  it  fails  to 
text:  fully  disclose  for  the  decision  maker  and  the  public  the  adverse  impacts  of  air  pollutants  and  fails 
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to  identify  the  magnitude  of  emissions  reductions  needed  to  prevent  or  avoid  these  adverse 
impacts. 

52)  Impacts  are  fully  described  in  Section  4.2.5  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS.  The  modeling 
results  showed  that  the  air  quality  impact  of  oil  and  gas  development  on  BLM  lands  under  the 
Response:  Proposed  Plan  would  be  well  below  the  regulatory  thresholds.  Therefore,  mitigation  measures 
were  not  required  as  a  component  of  the  plan.  Nonetheless,  relevant  BMPs  and  potential 
mitigation  measures  are  described  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 


Topic:  Recreation 

Comment  ma^es  it  clear  that  recreation  is  subservient  to  management  for  oil  and  gas  and  will 

text*  not  adequately  protected.  All  of  the  alternatives  will  result  in  reductions  to 

’  backcountry  opportunities  and  increases  in  front  country  environments. 

53)  No  Special  Recreation  Management  Areas  (SRMAs)  will  be  designated  under  the  Proposed 
Plan.  The  Planning  Area  will  be  managed  as  a  part  of  the  Glenwood  Springs  Extensive 
Response:  Recreation  Management  Area  (ERMA).  Oil  and  gas  development  activities  will  be  phased  and 
clustered  in  ways  to  minimize  impacts  to  all  multiple  uses  within  the  Planning  Area,  including 
recreational  values. 


Topic:  Recreation 


Comment 

text: 


54)  The  Affected  Environment  section  does  not  provide  quantitative  data  regarding  population, 
demographic,  and  recreation  trends  in  western  Colorado.  This  information  should  be  provided 
(see  p.  72  of  comments  for  sources). 


Response: 


54)  BLM  used  the  best  recreation  visitor  use  information  available  at  the  time  and  believes  that 
this  information  is  adequate  for  assessing  impacts  and  selecting  an  alternative.  Additional  data 
from  the  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  on  hunting  use  in  the  Planning  Area,  as  well  as 
traffic/road  use  data  from  Garfield  County,  were  also  used  in  the  analysis  to  supplement  available 
recreation  data.  A  complete  list  of  data  sources  is  provided  in  the  references  section  (Chapter  5) 
of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 


Topic:  Recreation 

Comment  ^  Analysis  of  impacts  of  oil  and  gas  on  recreation  is  inadequate.  The  Draft  should  include  an 
analysis  of  how  well  each  alternative  complies  with  the  Recreation  Management  Guidelines  and 
ex  '  Public  Land  Health  Standards. 

55)  Actions  in  all  five  alternatives  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  were  analyzed  in  terms  of  Recreation 
Management  Guidelines  (Appendix  E)  and  Standards  for  Public  Land  Health  (Appendix  F).  No 
Special  Recreation  Management  Areas  (SRMAs)  will  be  designated  under  the  Proposed  Plan. 
Response:  The  Planning  Area  will  be  managed  as  a  part  of  the  Glenwood  Springs  Extensive  Recreation 

Management  Area  (ERMA).  Oil  and  gas  development  activities  will  be  phased  and  clustered  in 
ways  to  minimize  impacts  to  all  multiple  uses  within  the  Planning  Area,  including  recreation. 
Impacts  to  recreation  are  discussed  in  Section  4.5.3  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 


Topic:  Recreation 

56)  The  Draft  should  provide  a  more  detailed  and  description  explanation  of  each  recreation 
Comment  alternative.  This  should  include  the  goals  and  objectives;  current  recreational  settings, 

text:  experiences,  and  activities;  and  describe  the  recreational  settings,  experiences,  activities,  and 
required  management  that  would  exist  under  each  alternative  and  within  each  sub-area. 

56)  Management  actions  designed  to  maintain  recreation  resources  are  described  in  Table  2-1  and 
in  Section  4.3.5  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS.  Note  that  the  Proposed  Plan  would  not 
Response:  specifically  manage  for  recreational  opportunities  and  outcomes,  except  for  the  Hubbard  Mesa 
OHV  riding  area.  Instead,  recreation  would  be  dictated  by  the  type,  intensity,  and  location  of  oil 
and  gas  activities  being  developed  or  operated  at  a  specific  point  in  time.  Nonetheless,  the 
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phased  and  clustered  development  of  the  Proposed  Plan,  along  with  other  extensive  resource 
protections  atop  the  plateau,  are  expected  to  maintain  current  types  and  levels  of  recreational 
opportunities  in  large  portions  of  the  Planning  Area  over  the  20-year  period  of  analysis. 


Topic:  Recreation 

Comment  57)  BLM  must  develop  a  recreation  system  that  can  be  managed  with  existing  and  projected 
text:  budgets  and  reveal  impacts  of  budget  restrictions. 

57)  Management  actions  designed  to  maintain  recreation  resources  are  described  in  Table  2-1  and 

„  in  Section  2. 3. 3. 5  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS.  A  discussion  of  the  recreation  budget  for  the 

Response:  r  ° 

”  next  20  years  is  unrealistic  because  budget  estimates  are  projected  on  a  much  smaller  time  scale. 

BLM  is  currently  managing  recreational  resources  within  its  current  budget  allocation. 


Topic:  Recreation 


Comment 

text: 


58)  The  Draft  is  missing  an  economic  analysis  of  recreation,  direction  on  the  allocation  of 
developed  and  dispersed  recreation,  and  direction  of  special  event  planning.  These  should  be 
added. 


Response: 


58)  Analysis  of  the  Proposed  Plan  includes  an  economic  analysis  of  recreation  (Section  4.4.3  in 
the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS).  Recreation  management  is  described  and  summarized  in  Section 
2.2.3  and  Table  2-1.  Impacts  to  developed  and  dispersed  recreation  are  discussed  in  Section 


4.5.3. 


Topic:  Recreation 


Comment 

text: 


59)  BLM  should  eliminate  the  game  retrieval  buffer,  consider  establishing  developed  dispersed 
campsites,  restrict  use  to  designated  routes  year-round,  consider  creating  a  formal  hiking  trail  into 
East  Fork  Parachute  Creek,  restrict  OFIVs  to  roads  not  trails,  restrict  use  of  new  oil  and  gas  roads 
to  administrative  use  by  erecting  gates  and  fences  with  signage,  specify  that  oil  and  gas  and  other 
development  roads  are  rehabilitated  when  they  are  closed,  manage  the  top  of  the  plateau  to 
maintain  primitive  experiences,  develop  standards  for  travel  and  recreation  in  proposed  protection 
areas  (ACECs,  WMAs),  establish  informational  kiosks  at  entry  points,  reduce 
unnecessary/redundant  or  other  troublesome  roads,  and  disclose  how  new  roads  will  be  closed  to 
recreational  use  to  ensure  effectiveness. 


Response: 


59)  Travel  management  throughout  the  Planning  Area  under  the  Proposed  Plan  is  discussed  and 
summarized  in  Section  2.3.2  and  Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS.  It  includes  restricting 
motorized  and  mechanized  travel  to  designated  routes,  except  for  the  Hubbard  Mesa  OHV  area 
and  over-snow  travel  by  snowmobile.  It  also  specifies  that  oil  and  gas  roads  will  either  be  closed 
and  reclaimed,  maintained  for  administrative  use,  or  converted  to  public  use,  depending  on 
BLM’s  analysis  of  the  specific  situation  and  relevant  needs  on  a  case-by-case  basis.  While  the 
Proposed  Plan  would  not  manage  specifically  to  maintain  certain  types  of  recreational 
opportunities  and  outcomes,  BLM  believes  that  the  requirement  for  phased  and  clustered 
development,  with  a  minimum  of  0.5  mile  between  pads,  concentration  of  facilities  near  existing 
ridgetop  roadways,  and  large  areas  of  NGD/NSO  restrictions  along  stream  valleys  and  sideslopes 
will  effectively  maintain  many  or  all  of  the  existing  primitive  recreation  conditions  in  substantial 
portions  of  the  Planning  Area. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  60)  The  Draft  fails  to  analyze  noise  impacts  of  compressor  stations,  drill  rigs,  service  trucks,  etc. 
text:  on  wildlife  and  recreational  users. 

60)  In  terms  of  wildlife  impacts  from  noise,  Section  4.3.2  discusses  the  conservative  assumptions 
Response:  about  wildlife  avoidance  of  areas  of  oil  and  gas  activities.  Noise  was  also  mentioned  as  a  factor 
that  could  affect  recreational  quality.  BLM  does  not  believe  that  a  quantitative  noise  analysis  is 
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needed  for  assessing  the  impacts  of  the  various  alternatives  or  selecting  a  final  action. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  ^  BLM  should  analyze  the  impacts  of  artificial  lights  on  scenic  values  and  sensitive  species  and 
require  the  strongest  possible  standards  for  the  amount,  duration,  and  type  ot  lighting  that  might 
text:  be  installed. 

61)  Artificial  lighting  is  a  limited  impact  within  the  planning  area,  with  localized  nighttime 
activity  during  drilling  constituting  most  of  the  artificial  light  sources.  Drill  rigs  employ  lights 
Response:  when  operating  at  night  to  help  create  a  safe  working  environment  tor  the  drilling  crews.  BLM 
does  not  consider  nighttime  operations  from  the  relatively  small  number  of  drill  rigs  operating 
within  the  127,007-acre  Planning  Area  of  sufficient  magnitude  to  warrant  special  restrictions. 


Topic:  Socioeconomics 

Comment  62)  The  Draft  does  not  provide  adequate  socioeconomic  analysis.  What  about  second 
text:  homeowners  and  non-labor  income  from  retirement,  dividends,  and  rent? 


Response: 


62)  The  updated  socioeconomic  analysis  in  Section  4.4.3  of  the  Proposed  Plan  Final  E1S 
addresses  impacts  to  employment  and  personal  income  from  all  sources. 


Topic:  Socioeconomics 


Comment 

text: 


63)  BLM  should  do  a  comprehensive  cost-benefit  analysis. 


Response: 


63)  A  cost-benefit  analysis  is  not  required  by  NEPA.  FLPMA.  or  BLM  policies.  The  purpose  of 
the  alternatives  analysis  was  to  guide  BLM  and  other  decision-makers  in  selecting  a  final  RMP 
Amendment  for  the  Planning  Area.  The  goal  of  the  process  is  to  find  a  balance  between  different 
and  sometimes  competing  interests  in  the  Planning  Area  and  its  resources,  based  on  a  variety  of 
factors  associated  with  the  physical,  biological,  human,  and  management  environments. 
Furthermore,  reducing  all  considerations  to  economic  gain  or  loss  is  impossible  in  a  meaningful 
way,  since  many  of  the  costs  and  benefits  are  qualitative,  not  quantitative,  and  subjective  rather 
than  objective. 


Topic:  Socioeconomics 

Comment  The  revisi°n  of  the  socioeconomic  analysis  should:  explain  how  the  employment  numbers  for 
text'  eaC^  a^temat*ve  were  derived;  discuss  how  the  estimates  of  natural  gas  resource  production  were 
’  derived;  and  assess  the  influence  of  environmental  quality  on  property  values. 


Response: 


64)  The  updated  socioeconomic  analysis  in  Section  4.4.3  of  the  Proposed  Plan  Final  EIS  includes 
a  discussion  of  how  the  employment  numbers  were  derived.  Derivation  of  natural  gas  resource 
production  estimates  are  covered  in  Section  4.5.5  and  the  RFD  (Appendix  H).  The  influence  of 
environmental  quality  on  private  property  values  is  not  addressed  specifically  in  the 
socioeconomic  analysis,  but  overall  property  value  trends  and  housing  availability  are  covered  in 
Section  4.4.3. 


Topic:  Socioeconomics 


Comment  65)  Can  BLM  provide  more  information  about  the  interviewees:  how  contacted,  their 
text:  demographics,  the  interv  iew  methodology,  the  content  of  the  interviews  (transcripts)? 


Response: 


65)  During  January  and  February  2003,  E&E  specialists  contacted  and  interviewed  22 
individuals.  These  were  drawn  from  an  original  list  of  50  individuals  who  had  been  involved  in 
the  ongoing  BLM  scoping  effort,  who  had  been  identified  by  BLM  as  knowledgeable  in  their 
specific  areas  and  representative  of  a  user/interest  group,  or  who  held  governmental  or  business 
positions  that  put  them  in  a  position  to  gauge  public  sentiment.  Among  the  22  were  a  Garfield 
County  Commissioner,  a  town  administrator,  a  town  planner,  two  bank  officials,  a  Chamber  of 


6-90 


Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  ■  August  2006 
Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area,  Colorado 


CHAPTER  6  -  CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 


Commerce  representative,  county  social  service  providers,  seven  commercial  users  of  public 
lands  -  ranchers,  outfitters,  oil  and  gas  operators  -  and  many  recreationists  and  local  residents. 
Many  of  the  interviewees  overlapped  categories.  Proposed  participants  who  were  not  interviewed 
had  either  left  the  area,  declined  to  participate,  or  were  unable  to  find  the  time  for  an  interview. 
The  interviewees  were  not  selected  based  on  any  demographic  characteristics  but  on  their  interest 
in  public  lands  and  public  land  management  and  their  knowledge  of  the  Planning  Area.  No  effort 
was  made  to  categorize  interviewees  by  gender,  age,  or  income.  Interviewees  were  contacted  by 
phone  to  determine  their  interest  in  participating.  If  interested  and  available,  an  appointment  was 
scheduled.  Seven  of  the  interviews  were  conducted  by  phone,  lasting  up  to  an  hour.  The 
remainder  were  in-person  discussions  lasting  up  to  2  hours.  The  interviewers  did  not  have  a 
specific  set  of  questions  to  be  asked  of  all  participants  but  used  a  group  of  talking  points  aimed  at 
eliciting  information  about  the  participants’  backgrounds;  their  interest  in  public  lands 
(particularly  the  Roan  Plateau);  their  lifestyles,  livelihood,  and  quality  of  life;  and  the  ways  in 
which  public  lands  affect  those  things.  No  transcripts  were  made,  but  the  interviewers  made 
notes  of  the  conversations  and  worked  off  those  notes  in  preparing  the  information  included  in 
Sections  3.4.3  and  4.4.3  of  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 


Topic:  Socioeconomics 

Comment  The  should  look  more  closely  at  long-term  costs  associated  with  irreversible  resource 


text: 


Response: 


#  damage  or  alteration.  BLM  should  conduct  a  more  thorough  analysis  of  irreversible  and 
irretrievable  impacts  in  relation  to  socioeconomics. 

66)  The  impact  analysis  covers  potential  impacts  for  the  20-year  planning  period  as  well  as 
cumulative  impacts  associated  with  the  alternatives.  Potential  irreversible  or  irretrievable  impacts 
were  considered  and  appropriate  mitigation  or  compensation  measures  proposed  in  Section  4.4.3 
of  the  Final. 


Topic:  Socioeconomics 

Comment  67)  BLM  should  undertake  a  recreation  use  analysis  to  quantify  and  document  visitor  numbers, 
text:  patterns,  and  types  of  use,  in  relation  to  socioeconomics. 


Response: 


67)  The  BLM  used  the  best  recreation  visitor  use  information  available  at  the  time  of  its 
socioeconomic  analysis  and  believes  that  this  information  is  adequate  for  assessing  impacts  and 
selecting  an  alternative.  Additional  data  from  the  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  on  hunting  use 
in  the  Planning  Area,  as  well  as  traffic/road  use  data  from  Garfield  County,  were  also  used  in  the 
analysis  to  supplement  available  recreation  data.  A  complete  list  of  data  sources  is  provided  in 
the  references  section  (Chapter  5)  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 


Topic:  Socioeconomics 

Comment  The  ^IS  should  explain  the  conclusion  that  the  decline  in  hunting  in  recent  years  has  not 
text*  a  noticeable  effect  on  the  local  economy.  The  DEIS  should  more  thoroughly  assess  the 
'  economic  value  of  all  of  the  recreational  and  tourism-related  activities. 

68)  The  updated  socioeconomic  analysis  in  Section  4.4.3  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  includes 
specific  analysis  of  potential  impacts  to  hunting  and  the  potential  economic  impact  of  changes  in 
Response:  these  activities  on  the  local  economy.  This  analysis  includes  trends  for  Garfield  County  and  the 
surrounding  area  to  better  place  potential  impacts  from  the  Proposed  Plan  in  context  of  the  more 
significant  demographic  and  economic  trends. 


Topic:  Socioeconomics 


69)  The  DEIS  should  more  thoroughly  discuss  impacts  to  the  local  governments  to  maintain 
Comment  roads,  mitigate  for  air  and  water  pollution,  and  meet  increased  demands  for  health,  education,  and 
text:  social  services.  These  need  to  be  described  cumulatively.  As  an  example,  see  the  Jonah  Infill 
Drilling  Project  DEIS. 
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Response: 


69)  The  updated  socioeconomic  analysis  in  Section  4.4.3  of  the  Proposed  Plan  Final  E1S  includes 
specific  analysis  of  impacts  to  local  governments,  especially  with  regard  to  schools. 


Topic:  Socioeconomics 

Comment  70)  BLM  should  address  social  values  connected  with  the  environmental  quality  of  public  lands 
text:  (existence,  bequest,  and  option  values). 

„  70)  The  environmental  qualitv  of  public  lands  is  qualitativelv  evaluated  within  each  alternative. 

rvCSDOnSC!  1  *  r  1 

F  ’  Specific  costs  associated  with  the  existence  or  value  of  the  lands  is  not  evaluated. 


Topic:  Socioeconomics 


71)  Please  fully  discuss  the  uncertainty  and  risks  when  relying  on  a  single  value  for  estimating  oil 
Comment  and  gas  resources.  Why  weren't  The  Wilderness  Society  estimates  considered?  What  about 
text:  USGS  (1994)  and  DOE  (1998)  estimates?  Overestimation  of  gas  reserves  is  widespread  in  the 
industry. 


Response: 


71)  The  RFD  (Appendix  H)  used  the  best  available  information  from  a  variety  of  sources, 
including  the  Colorado  Oil  and  Gas  Conservation  Commission.  Additionally,  the  very  high 
success  rate  of  gas  wells  drilled  in  the  Planning  Area  and  vicinity  is  evidence  of  substantial 
reserv  es.  While  BLM  sees  the  potential  for  oil  and  gas  development  in  the  Planning  .Area  as 
consistent  with  the  Transfer  Act.  FLPMA.  and  the  National  Energy  Policy,  decisions  regarding 
specific  alternatives  and  impact  analyses  would  not  be  affected  under  NEPA,  because  presence  of 
a  less  recoverable  or  less  economic  resource  would  tend  to  reduce,  not  increase,  the  amount  of 
development  and  associated  impacts. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  72)  It  is  erroneous  to  assume  uniformly  that  the  oil  and  gas  resource  and  well  production  rates  are 
text:  uniform  across  the  planning  area. 

72)  While  BLM  recognizes  that  some  heterogeneity  and  discontinuity  of  production  zones  may 

„  occur — both  verticallv  and  horizontally— the  result  would  be  to  reduce,  not  increase,  the  amount 

Response* 

K  *  of  oil  and  gas  development  in  the  Planning  Area  under  any  of  the  alternatives.  Therefore, 

assuming  uniform  production  rates  is  conservative  and  fully  appropriate  under  NEPA. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

73)  BLM's  assumed  drilling  rate  is  arbitrary  and  capricious  and  violates  NEPA.  BLM  does  not 
Comment  have  a  good  record  in  estimating  drilling  rates.  If  the  assumed  rates  are  real,  please  discuss 

text:  mechanisms  by  which  BLM  can  restrict  the  rate  to  these  low  levels.  Have  these  restrictions  ever 
been  applied? 

73)  The  assumed  rates  of  development  for  the  five  alternatives  in  the  Draft  RMPA  EIS — as  well 
as  the  assumed  drilling  rates  in  the  Proposed  Plan  Final  EIS — were  derived  from  the  RFD 
(Appendix  H).  adjusted  to  reflect  current  and  anticipated  numbers  of  available  drill  rigs,  the 
amount  of  land  potentially  brought  into  production  under  new  leases,  and  the  various  levels  of 
environmental  protections  under  the  different  alternatives.  While  the  RMPA  EIS  acknowledges 
#  in  Chapter  2  and  elsewhere  that  actual  development  rates  may  differ  for  a  number  of  reasons. 

^  '  BLM  believes  that  the  assumed  levels  used  for  impact  analysis  are  reasonable  and  realistic 

projections.  BLM  can  effectively  restrict  drilling  rates  under  the  Proposed  Plan  through  the 
restriction  atop  the  plateau  from  expanding  operations  into  successive  development  areas.  The 
issuance  of  drilling  permits  can  also  be  used  to  restrict  drilling  rates  if  additional  permits  would 
result  in  violation  of  a  Federal  or  State  standard  or  otherwise  result  in  an  unacceptable  level  of 
environmental  impact. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 
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Comment 

text: 


74)  Explain  why  the  80%  threshold  could  not  be  met  in  5  years. 


74)  To  reach  that  level  of  development  in  5  years  would  require  a  much  greater  annual  drilling 
<  rate  than  is  occurring  at  present  or  than  BLM  believes  reasonably  likely  to  occur.  However,  the 
esponse.  rmpa/ejs  acknowledges  (e.g.,  see  Section  2.3.3)  that  the  80%  threshold  could  be  met 
earlier  or  later  than  assumed. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  75)  The  estimate  that  the  planning  area  represents  37%  of  the  gas  reserves  in  Colorado  appears 
text:  wrong.  Either  drop  it  or  explain  it. 

Response:  75)  This  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  76)  Using  a  correct  value  of  1.5  instead  of  5.8  TCF,  the  number  of  households  that  could  be 
text:  served  with  natural  gas  from  the  planning  area  is  only  25%  of  the  number  in  the  DEIS. 


_  76)  Section  4.5.5. 1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  recalculates  this  number  to  be  3.6  million 

Response:  households  for  20  years 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

77)  Please  explain  why  coalbed  methane  beneath  the  plateau  is  considered  not  economically 
Comment  viable.  Discuss  the  market  price  and  cost  data  on  which  that  statement  is  based.  If  industry 
text:  wanted  to  drill  for  this  resource,  can  BLM  stop  it?  What  would  be  the  impacts,  including 
cumulative  impacts? 

77)  Section  3. 5. 5. 6  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  clarifies  the  explanation  regarding  coalbed 
natural  gas.  The  reason  relates  to  the  combination  of  depth  and  volume  of  the  available  resource. 
Development  of  coalbed  natural  gas  in  areas  with  a  Federal  mineral  estate  would  be  regulated  by 
Response:  BLM  and  subject  to  the  same  restrictions/stipulations  regarding  surface  activities.  Since  BLM 
does  not  believe  that  drilling  for  coalbed  natural  gas  is  realistic  in  the  Planning  Area  during  the 
20-year  period  of  analysis,  the  cumulative  impacts  would  be  speculative  and  hence  not 
considered  in  the  RMPA/EIS. 


Topic:  Other  Minerals 

78)  Please  discuss  the  market  price  and  cost  data  on  which  this  statement  ("Oil  shale  has  a  new 
Comment  process  that  may  be  economically  viable  even  if  the  price  of  conventional  crude  falls  below  $30 
text:  per  barrel")  was  based.  What  if  industry  wants  to  drill  for  oil  shale?  Can  BLM  stop  it?  What 
would  be  the  impacts,  including  cumulative  impacts? 

78)  Section  3.5.6. 1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  expands  on  the  discussion  of  oil  shale 
development.  Development  of  oil  shale  in  areas  with  a  Federal  mineral  estate  would  be  regulated 
by  BLM  and  subject  to  the  same  restrictions/stipulations  regarding  surface  activities.  Since  BLM 
does  not  believe  that  oil  shale  development  is  realistic  in  the  Planning  Area  during  the  20-year 
Response:  period  of  analysis,  the  cumulative  impacts  would  be  speculative  and  hence  not  considered  in  the 
RMPA/EIS.  Moreover,  the  type  and  extent  of  cumulative  impacts  would  depend  on  the  process 
used  and  the  scale  of  development.  If  oil  shale  development  does  arise  as  a  desired  use  during  the 
planning  period,  impacts  would  be  considered  in  a  separate  NEPA  document  prepared  in 
response  to  specific  proposals. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  79)  Table  ES-3  is  worthless  babble  based  on  no  data  or  scientific  analysis.  How  does  this  table 
text:  meet  the  Data  Quality  Act? 

Response:  79)  The  purpose  of  Table  ES-3  (Table  S-3  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS)  and  of  all  tables  in  the 
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document  is  to  provide  a  synopsis  of  information  presented  in  greater  detail  and  at  greater  length 
in  the  text.  Since  the  table  summarizes  qualitative  assessments,  the  issue  of  “data  quality”  does 
not  apply.  Definitions  of  the  terms  used  in  the  table  area  provided  in  the  introduction  to  Chapter 
4  and  in  the  individual  resource  sections  of  Chapter  4  for  which  qualitative  impact  levels  were 
described. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 


Comment 

text: 


80)  Please  discuss  and  display  the  market  price  and  cost  data  used  to  determine  the  level  of 
drilling  that  is  economically  feasible  in  the  RFD.  What  gas  prices  are  assumed?  What  drilling 
costs  were  assumed  for  each  technology  examined  in  the  RFD? 


80)  The  RFD  and  the  RMPA/EIS  base  assumptions  regarding  future  oil  and  gas  development  on 
the  high  success  rate  for  existing  wells,  the  high  demand  for  additional  drilling,  the  downhole 
spacing  approved  by  the  COGCC,  and  the  amount  of  land  to  become  available  for  leasing  and 
Response:  associated  environmental  protections  under  the  various  alternatives.  Thus,  assumed  future 

development  is  not  constrained,  for  the  purposes  of  the  RMPA/EIS,  by  market  fluctuations  that 
could  decrease  demand  for  additional  drilling.  The  result  is  that  the  economically  unconstrained 
assumptions  about  future  development  are  conservative  and  hence  appropriate  under  NEPA. 


Topic:  Socioeconomics 

Comment  ^  The  should  include  infonnation  on  the  economic  costs  to  local  communities  of  lost 

text’  recrea^ona^  opportunities  and  displaced  visitors.  The  loss  of  passive  use  values  under  Alternative 
"  3  should  be  quantified  and  discussed,  not  ignored. 

81)  The  updated  socioeconomic  analysis  in  Section  4.4.3  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  includes 
specific  analysis  of  potential  impacts  on  recreational  travel  and  the  potential  economic  impact  of 
Response:  changes  in  these  activities  on  the  local  economy.  This  analysis  includes  trends  for  Garfield 
County  and  the  surrounding  area  to  better  place  potential  impacts  from  the  Proposed  Plan  in 
context  of  the  more  significant  demographic  and  economic  trends. 


Topic:  General  Comment 


82)  The  DEIS  fails  to  disclose  numerous  related  and  connected  actions  that  will  likely  have  a 
Comment  major  impact  on  how,  and  when,  the  reserves  in  the  planning  area  and  region  are  developed. 

text:  Three  connected  actions  are:  plans  by  Encana  to  develop  UNOCAL  properties,  the  Encana  Figure 
Four  Project  just  north  of  the  planning  area,  and  new  pipelines  currently  being  permitted. 


Response: 


82)  The  RMPA/EIS  assumes  that  oil  and  gas  development  on  existing  leases  and  any  new  leases 
under  the  selected  alternative  would  occur  at  a  pace  comparable  to  the  existing  level  of 
development  and  demand.  While  the  other  projects  cited  in  the  comment  could  tend  to  retard 
future  development  in  the  Planning  Area  due  to  competition  for  drill  rigs  or  the  market,  they  are 
not  likely  to  hasten  development,  which  is  already  assumed  to  be  unconstrained  by 
socioeconomic  factors.  The  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  includes  references  to  development  on 
adjacent  and  nearby  private  and  public  lands  in  the  discussion  of  cumulative  impacts  for 
resources  affected  by  offsite  development. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  83)  The  DEIS  does  not  comply  with  the  Natural  Historic  Preservation  Act  by  not  including 
text:  consultation  with  Native  American  tribes. 

#  83)  BLM  believes  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  does  comply  with  the  NHPA  because  no  Native 
^  '  American  tribal  lands  are  present  in  or  near  the  Planning  Area. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  84)  Law  now  requires  that  BLM  include  testimony  and  summaries  from  all  its  public  meetings. 
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text:  This  does  not  appear  to  have  been  done. 

84)  The  public  meetings  were  clearly  advertised  and  described  during  introductory  comments  as 
information  meetings  in  which  BLM  was  disseminating  information  to  the  public.  The  public 
Response:  was  invited  to  ask  questions,  some  of  which  were  actually  statements  or  positions,  but  the 

meetings  were  not  a  forum  for  formal  public  comment — again,  as  clearly  stated  by  BLM  at  the 
meetings. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  ^  Information  relevant  to  the  DEIS  was  not  readily  available  throughout  the  comment  period, 
text*  example  is  the  set  of  150  layers  of  mapping  data  posted  on  the  contractor's  website  with  no 
‘  public  announcement  of  availability. 

85)  BLM  views  these  map  layers  not  as  an  essential  part  of  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  for  public 
review.  There  were  instead  provided  in  response  to  a  data  request  by  an  industry  consultant  for 
the  purpose  of  a  separate  GIS  analysis.  All  of  the  layers,  representing  locations  of  surface 
Response:  stipulations  and  other  restrictions  (NGD/NSO,  SSR/CSU,  and  standard  lease  terms)  had  already 
been  combined  into  an  overarching  “stipulation”  layer,  depicted  on  Maps  2,  4,  6,  8,  and  10  for  the 
five  alternatives  analyzed.  An  “announcement”  on  the  project  website  noted  that  the  information 
had  been  requested  and  provided  and  would  be  available  to  anyone  else  seeking  it. 


Topic:  General  Comment 


86)  Three  decisions  by  BLM  may  violate  the  Administrative  Procedures  Act:  the  decision  to  drop 
Comment  Alternative  F,  the  decision  to  revert  to  pre-1999  management  in  conflict  with  the  1999  FSEIS 
text:  ROD,  and  the  decision  to  ignore  all  other  wilderness  features  and  characteristics  of  Trapper 
Creek. 


Response: 


86)  BLM  does  not  believe  that  these  decisions  violate  the  APA,  NEPA,  FLPMA,  or  BLM 
policies. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  Unless  BLM  selects  a  final  plan  that  provides  the  strongest  safeguards  to  the  public  resources 
text.  at  stake  in  this  decision,  it  must  supplement  its  plan,  offer  a  new  set  of  alternatives,  and  initiate  a 
*  new  public  comment  period. 

87)  Because  the  impacts  the  Proposed  Plan  are  within  the  range  of  impacts  alternatives  analyzed 
in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  in  terms  of  levels  of  oil  and  gas  development  and  levels  of  environmental 
Response:  protection  (no  substantial  changes  relevant  to  the  environmental  concerns  have  been  made  which 
would  result  in  impacts  substantially  outside  the  range  analyzed),  BLM  does  not  believe  that  a 
supplemental  NEPA  process  is  required. 


Western  Resource  Advocates 


Topic:  General  Comment 


Comment 

text: 


1)  Requests  disclosure  of  any  meetings  BLM  or  the  planning  team  had  at  which  any  attorneys  were 
present  who  represent  existing  or  potential  mineral  lessees,  cooperating  agencies  and  governments,  or 
other  parties  with  an  interest  in  the  planning  area. 


Response: 


1)  BLM  believes  that  this  comment  is  beyond  the  scope  of  the  Roan  Plateau  RMPA/EIS  planning  effort 
and  therefore  does  not  offer  a  response. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  2)  The  deferred  drilling  alternative  (Alternative  III)  is  fundamentally  flawed.  It  is  not  required  by  law 
text:  and  would  violate  the  law. 
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Response: 


2)  While  BLM  does  not  agree  with  this  assertion,  please  note  that  deferred  drilling  is  not  a  component 
of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  ^  Complying  with  all  of  the  statutory  mandates  requires  fully  protecting  all  lands  with  wilderness 
text-  £lua^^es  anc*  eligible  for  ACEC  designation  and  ensuring  against  the  degradation  of  the  special  and 
’  sensitive  lands  atop  the  plateau. 

3)  BLM  disagrees  with  this  assertion.  The  Proposed  Plan  action  emphasizes  natural  resource  values 
through  the  application  of  protective  surface  use  restrictions,  and  management  actions,  and 
administrative  and  legislative  designations.  The  Proposed  Plan  includes  four  ACECs  (East  Fork 
Parachute  Creek,  Trapper  /  Northwater  Creek,  Magpie  Gulch,  and  Anvil  Points),  maintains  the  current 
protections  of  streams  eligible  for  Wild  and  Scenic  River  designation,  places  the  entire  top  of  the 
Response:  plateau  in  the  Parachute  Creek  Watershed  Management  Area,  places  extensive  NGD/NSO  restrictions 
atop  the  plateau  and  puts  the  balance  in  SSR/CSU  areas,  and  requires  phased  and  clustered 
development  with  a  minimum  of  0.5  mile  between  well  pads.  Together  with  restrictions  on  motorized 
and  mechanized  travel  to  designated  routes  (except  over-snow  travel  by  snowmobile)  and  a  greater 
emphasis  on  weed  management  and  performance-based  reclamation  monitoring,  these  all  combine  to 
make  the  Proposed  Plan  very  protective  of  the  Planning  Areas  sensitive  resources. 


Topic:  General  Comment 


Comment 

text: 


4)  Specific  examples  of  points  and  issues  that  must  be  redressed  in  the  final  include:  all  five  alternatives 
should  provide  for  protecting  all  lands  found  by  BLM  to  have  wilderness  qualities;  at  least  one 
alternative  must  consider  fully  protecting  all  lands  proposed  by  citizens  for  designation  as  WSAs; 
multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  requires  giving  equal  weight  to  competing  land  uses;  responsible 
stewardship  requires  keeping  sensitive  lands  off-limits  to  surface  disturbances  until  reserves  can  be 
assessed  without  compromising  natural  values;  these  lands  should  be  protected  unless  and  until  the 
minerals  can  be  recovered  without  impacting  special  surface  resources  (technological  advances);  the 
pre-leasing  stage  is  the  time  for  BLM  to  impose  adequate,  enforceable  protections  for  lands  that  qualify 
for  ACEC  designation;  BLM  should  exercise  its  discretion  under  FLPMA  and  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act 
to  avoid  issuing  leases  that  would  create  "valid  rights"  where  they  do  not  belong  (suggests  meeting  with 
the  Farmington  Field  Office  BLM  staff  for  direction  in  this  regard);  order  the  creation  of  units  and 
approval  of  unit  operations  so  as  to  protect  federal  interests;  implement  the  "True  Conservation 
Alternative"  submitted  by  citizens'  groups  and  supported  by  local  governments;  the  "Utah  Wilderness 
Settlement"  wrongly  interpreted  FLPMA  —  newly  acquired  lands  in  the  planning  area  are  entitled  to  be 
designated  and  managed  as  WSAs. 


Response: 


4)  Oil  and  gas  leasing  will  be  conducted  on  leasable  lands  in  accordance  with  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act 
and  the  Federal  Onshore  Oil  and  Gas  Reform  Act  of  1987  and  applicable  regulations  under  43  CFR 
3100  and  in  accordance  with  the  decisions  made  through  application  of  FLPMA  and  other  laws 
applicable  to  public  lands. 


Topic:  Cultural  Resources 


Comment 

text: 


5)  BLM  is  required  to  comply  with  the  National  Flistoric  Preservation  Act,  including  the  requirement  to 
consult  with  any  Indian  tribe  that  attaches  religious  and  cultural  significance  to  the  planning  area.  At  a 
minimum,  BLM  is  required  to  meet  with  interested  tribes  and  tribal  groups  and  provide  for  visits  to  the 
Planning  Area  at  which  tribal  representatives  and  traditional  practitioners  can  share  information  about 
specific  sites,  features,  and  resources. 


5)  The  Proposed  Plan  includes  cultural  resource  management  to  comply  with  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act,  Programmatic  Agreement/State  Protocol,  WO-IB-2002-101,  and  other  applicable 
#  laws,  regulations,  and  policies.  The  goals  of  the  plan  are  as  follows:  (1)  Preserve  and  protect  significant 
‘  ^  ‘  cultural  resources  and  ensure  that  they  are  available  for  appropriate  uses  by  present  and  future 

generations;  (2)  Reduce  imminent  threats  from  natural  or  human-caused  deterioration  or  potential 
conflict  with  other  uses  by  identifying  priority  geographic  areas  for  new  field  inventory  based  on  a 
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probability  for  unrecorded  significant  resources. 


Topic:  Rangeland  Management  and  Health 

6)  BLM  must  meet  the  desired  future  condition  for  range  resources  and  comply  with  obligations  to 
Comment  federal  grazing  lessees.  Recommends  the  New  Mexico  Cattle  Growers  Association  10-point  program 
text:  for  managing  oil  and  gas  development  without  causing  unnecessary  or  undue  degradation  or  conflicts 
with  range  health. 

6)  The  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  discusses  grazing  and  rangeland  management  in  Section  2. 3. 3. 5  and 
Response:  Table  2-1.  Monitoring  of  vegetation  resources  and  future  range  conditions  is  discussed  in  Appendices 
J,  K,  and  L. 


Topic:  General  Comment 


Comment  7)  Comment  also  includes  a  cover  letter  and  legal  memorandum  to  Gail  Norton,  Secretary  of  the 
text:  Interior,  and  Kathleen  Clarke,  Director  BLM,  dated  April  30,  2003. 


Response: 


7)  BLM  has  fully  considered  all  aspects  of  the  Transfer  Act,  FLPMA,  and  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act  in 
the  determination  of  availability  of  lands  for  leasing. 


6.3.2. 6  Private  Individuals 

A  large  number  of  comments  were  received  from  private  individuals  via  U.S.  Mail  and  the  project 
website.  Most  of  these  comments  were  addressed  in  Sections  6.3.1  and  6.3.2.  Unique  comments  and 
those  not  expressing  an  opinion,  are  summarized  along  with  BLM’s  responses  in  the  following  sections. 

Letters 


A.  William  Alldredge,  Ph.D. 
2518  Owl  Creek  Rd. 
Thermopolis,  WY  82443 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  1)  The  planning  area  boundary  should  be  extended  to  the  Parachute  Creek  hydrologic  divide  instead  of 
text:  the  current  arbitrary  western  boundary  at  Parachute  Creek. 

1)  The  Planning  Area  boundary  was  drawn  to  include  contiguous  BLM  lands  and  commingled  private 
lands.  While  some  resource  values  extend  as  far  as  the  Parachute  Creek  hydrologic  divide — e.g.,  wide- 
ranging  species  such  as  Rocky  Mountain  elk  and  water  quality  associated  with  the  Parachute  Creek 
Response:  watershed — this  is  not  true  of  all  resource  values  for  which  BLM  will  manage  Federal  lands  in  the 

Planning  Area.  However,  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  provides  some  additional  information  on  offsite 
cumulative  impacts  associated  with  oil  and  gas  development  and  other  resource  uses  west  of  Parachute 
Creek. 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 


Comment 

text: 


2)  The  document  does  not  provide  adequate  information  on  baseline  conditions  of  big  game,  including 
population  estimates  and  discussions  of  transitional  habitat,  to  provide  a  basis  for  assessing  the  impacts 
of  oil  and  gas  development. 


Response: 


2)  BLM  disagrees  with  this  assertion.  Because  of  unavoidable  uncertainty  about  the  specific  location, 
scale,  and  pace  of  oil  and  gas  development,  detailed  quantitative  analysis  would  not  be  realistic. 
Therefore,  the  RMPA/EIS  focuses  on  direct  and  indirect  impacts  to  overall  habitats  both  above  and 
below  the  rim,  after  incorporating  the  various  stipulations  and  other  protective  measures  and 
assumptions  about  numbers  of  wells  and  pads  and  miles  of  new  or  upgraded  access  roads  under  each 
alternative.  This  analysis  also  included  assumed  levels  of  effective  habitat  loss  due  to  reduced  wildlife 
use  in  proximity  to  areas  of  oil  and  gas  activity.  Throughout  the  analysis,  BLM’s  intent  was  to 
incorporate  assumptions  that  would  reduce  the  potential  of  underestimating  impacts,  in  part  as  a  way  of 
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compensating  for  the  unavoidable  uncertainties.  Sections  3.3.2  and  4.3.2  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final 
EIS  incorporates  additional  CDOW  data  regarding  big  game  ungulate  (deer  and  elk)  populations.  The 
transitional  habitat  (including  migration  routes  and  cliff  passages)  is  also  addressed,  including 
NGD/NSO  protections  under  the  Proposed  Plan. 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 

Comment  3)  The  document  is  too  conservative  in  its  estimate  of  impacts  of  oil  and  gas  activity  on  deer  and  elk 
text:  and  misused  some  of  the  methods  cited  in  the  references. 

3)  Section  4.3.2  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  incorporates  different  (more  stringent)  assumptions 
_  regarding  effective  habitat  loss  associated  with  reduced  wildlife  use  in  proximity  to  oil  and  gas 
^  '  activities.  These  assumptions  regarding  zones  of  effective  habitat  loss  were  derived  from  recent 

publications  recommended  by  CDOW. 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 

Comment  4)  Without  more  precise  information  on  location  of  wells  and  roads,  any  impact  estimate  is  speculative, 
text:  BLM  should  instead  provide  a  range  of  "worst  case"  to  "best  case"  scenarios. 


Response: 


4)  At  the  RMP  planning  stage.  BLM  addresses  the  impacts  of  oil  and  gas  leasing.  Site-specific  oil  and 
gas  development  is  addressed  at  the  implementation  stage.  BLM  is  not  required  to  conduct  a  “worst 
case”  analysis  but  rather  to  examine  a  reasonable  range  of  alternatives.  This  is  what  the  five 
alternatives  of  the  Draft  RMPAFTS  represented. 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 

Comment  5)  Migration  routes  should  be  protected  by  at  least  one  mile  of  buffer  from  development,  at  a  minimum 
text:  as  a  TL  if  BLM  can  truly  enforce  the  TL. 

5)  All  of  the  migration  routes  mapped  by  CDOW  on  BLM  lands  in  the  Planning  Area — comprising  the 

_  areas  where  deer  and  elk  are  able  to  pass  through  the  barrier  of  the  Roan  Cliffs — are  located  in  areas 

Response: 

K  '  with  an  NGD/NSO  restriction  for  one  or  more  sensitive  resource  values  (e.g.,  steep  slopes,  high  visual 
sensitivity,  wildlife  security,  etc.).  This  prohibits  long-term  ground-disturbing  activities. 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 

Comment  6)  Oil  and  gas  drillers  and  operators  should  be  required  to  keep  trash  in  bear-proof  receptacles  to  reduce 
text:  the  potential  for  conflicts,  which  generally  result  in  demise  of  the  bear. 

Response:  6)  This  is  included  as  an  oil  and  gas  BMP  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  (Appendix  I). 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  ^  has  a  tendency  t0  assume  low  densities,  then  approve  higher  densities  with  minimal  or  no 

additional  public  process.  BLM  should  use  their  experience  to  develop  an  impact  scenario  that  is  truly 
'  representative  of  what  will  actually  happen  in  terms  of  oil  and  gas  development. 

7)  As  described  in  Section  4.5.5  of  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS,  assumed  well  densities  were  based  on 
downhole  spacing  orders,  associated  surface  densities,  and  annual  drilling  effort  incorporating  current 
_  levels  and  technologies  for  development  in  the  Planning  Area  and  vicinity.  This  information  was 

v  '  derived  from  the  RFD.  and  then  modified  by  incorporating  constraints  associated  with  surface-use 
restrictions,  weather-related  constraints,  etc.  While  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  clearly  notes  that  these  are 
estimates,  BLM  believes  that  the  numbers  used  for  the  various  alternatives  are  reasonable  and  realistic. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 


Comment 


text: 


#  8)  No  information  is  presented  on  miles  of  pipelines. 


Response:  8)  As  stated  in  the  document,  miles  of  roads  and  pipelines  are  treated  together  as  an  average  per-well 
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estimate.  Most  pipelines  would  be  located  along  roadways,  both  to  reduce  the  amount  of  surface 
disturbance  and  for  ease  of  construction  and  maintenance. 


Topic:  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 


Comment 

text: 


9)  All  four  ACECs  should  be  incorporated  into  the  final  alternative. 


9)  The  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  incorporates  all  four  ACECs  (Section  2.3).  While  the  four  ACECs 
occupy  a  somewhat  smaller  area  than  under  Alternative  II,  the  basis  of  this  revision  was  a  more  refined 
Response:  analysis  by  BLM  of  specific  areas  containing  the  relevant  and  important  values  for  each  ACEC.  Thus, 
a  comparable  level  of  management  emphasis  on,  and  protection  of,  those  values  would  also  apply 
despite  the  smaller  area. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  10)  BLM  should  take  a  temporally  and  spatially  more  expansive  and  more  detailed  approach  in  the 
text:  assessment  of  cumulative  impacts. 


Response: 


10)  The  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  provides  a  more  expansive  assessment  of  cumulative  impacts. 
However,  it  is  important  to  note  that  unavoidable  uncertainties  regarding  future  development  and 
impacts  on  BLM  lands  in  the  Planning  Area  are  compounded  when  attempting  to  predict  future 
conditions  on  private  lands  inside  and  outside  the  Planning  Area,  over  which  BLM  has  no  control,  and 
on  BLM  outside  the  Planning  Area,  which  are  not  affected  by  decisions  contained  within  this 
RMPA/EIS. 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 

Comment  1 1)  Statements  about  less  impact  from  habitat  fragmentation  in  naturally  patchy  winter  range  habitats 
text:  are  incorrect. 

11)  This  statement,  which  BLM  continues  to  believe  correctly  reflects  the  difference  between  small- 
Response:  scale  fragmentation  of  patchy  versus  homogeneous  habitats,  was  not  a  factor  in  the  impact  analysis  of 
the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and  has  been  removed  from  the  Final. 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 

Comment  12)  The  document  does  not  adequately  discuss  travel  management,  recreation,  reclamation,  or  the 
text:  potential  for  subdivision  of  the  private  in-holdings. 

12)  Except  for  subdivision  of  private  in-holdings,  the  negative  and  positive  impacts  of  these  other  land 
uses  or  management  actions  were  addressed  in  the  impact  analysis  for  terrestrial  and  aquatic  wildlife  of 
Response:  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  (Section  4.3.2).  The  level  of  detail  reflects  the  unavoidable  uncertainties 

associated  with  attempting  to  predict  future  conditions  over  which  BLM  has  no  control.  Beyond  a 
point,  predictions  of  future  conditions  become  too  speculative  to  form  a  sound  basis  for  impact  analysis. 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 

Comment  13)  Monitoring  is  not  adequately  discussed  and  is  a  critical  part  of  ongoing  management  of  the  planning 
text:  area  to  assess  impacts  to  wildlife. 

13)  The  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  includes  an  appendix  on  monitoring.  However,  monitoring  is 
currently  anticipated  to  be  limited  to  enforcement  (to  ensure  that  development  and  other  land  uses 
conform  to  the  lease  or  permit  terms  and  the  conditions  of  approval),  reclamation  success  (including 
how  it  relates  to  restrictions  on  the  amount  of  surface  allowed  to  be  disturbed  at  any  one  time  atop  the 
Response:  plateau  [i.e.,  320  acres]),  and  vegetation  and  range  conditions  (because  of  their  importance  to  soil,  water 
quality,  wildlife,  and  livestock).  Because  of  the  many  protective  measures  included  to  protect  candidate 
threatened/endangered  plants  and  the  results  of  the  impact  analysis,  BLM  does  not  plan  to  include 
wildlife  monitoring  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS,  however,  BLM  is  currently  working  with  the 
CDOW  to  develop  a  wildlife  monitoring  program. 
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Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 

14)  Only  the  5-month  TLs  are  acceptable,  and  these  must  be  enforced  and  not  waived.  TLs  do  not 
Comment  provide  protection  from  habitat  loss  in  other  seasons,  and  TLs  are  limited  to  the  2-year  development 
text:  period,  not  the  20-year  production  period.  Deer  and  elk  do  not  readily  habituate  to  oil  and  gas  or  other 
human  activity  in  the  winter  range,  especially  for  migratory  herds. 

14)  The  5-month  TLs  are  incorporated  into  the  Proposed  Plan  Final  EIS  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1). 
The  impact  analysis  for  the  Proposed  Plan  also  assumes  a  greater  degree  of  effective  habitat  loss  from 
Response:  reduced  use  in  areas  of  oil  and  gas  development.  Additionally,  while  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  mentioned 
the  potential  for  some  habituation,  it  was  not  assumed  to  occur  and  was  not  incorporated  into  the  impact 
analysis.  Reference  to  habituation  has  been  removed  for  the  Final. 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 

Comment  15)  Deferred  drilling  atop  the  plateau  under  Alternative  III  would  do  nothing  to  mitigate  impacts  to 
text:  winter  range  and  would  probably  be  worse,  not  better,  for  deer  and  elk  overall. 


Response: 


15)  Under  the  Preferred  Alternative,  the  concept  of  deferred  drilling  was  intended  to  reduce  impacts 
from  oil  and  gas  activities  over  the  long  term — and  not  just  the  deferral  period — by  providing  time  for 
directional  drilling  technology  to  evolve  before  allowing  development  on  top  of  the  plateau.  The 
Proposed  Plan  achieves  this  desired  outcome  without  a  deferral  period  by  requiring  phased  and 
clustered  development,  relying  on  directional  drilling,  from  the  outset  for  areas  on  top  of  the  plateau 
(Section  2.3). 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  The  document  does  not  meet  the  spirit  of  NEPA  because  impact  assessment  is  too  speculative  and 
text*  unrea^st'c-  BLM  and  CDOW  can  manage  wildlife  and  their  habitats  in  a  manner  congruent  with 
*  FLPMA,  but  such  would  require  a  more  thorough  analysis  than  included  in  the  Draft. 


Response: 


16)  The  Draft  RMPA/EIS  explains,  in  Section  4.3.2  as  well  as  other  places,  why  more  specific  impact 
analyses  are  not  possible  given  unavoidable  uncertainties  about  the  exact  location,  manner,  timing,  and 
pace  of  oil  and  gas  development,  and  of  other  land  uses.  However,  because  the  document  makes 
generally  conservative  assumptions  in  an  effort  to  not  underestimate  impacts,  and  because  the 
assumptions  used  are  both  reasonable  and  realistic.  BLM  believes  that  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and 
Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  fully  comply  with  NEPA. 


Steve  Anthony 
720  Oak  Ct. 

New  Castle,  CO  81647 


Topic:  Special  Status  Plants  and  Significant  Plant  Communities 

1 )  In  order  for  an  ACEC  to  provide  maximum  protection  plants,  it  must  be  large  enough  to  encompass 
Comment  habitat.  For  example,  the  size  of  the  ACECs  in  Alternative  II  is  much  more  effective  than  in 

text:  Alternative  III.  More  ACECs,  larger  in  area,  would  appear  to  provide  more  protection  for  the  range  of 
special  status  plants  and  plant  communities. 

1)  The  Proposed  Plan  includes  four  ACECs  of  the  following  sizes:  East  Fork  Parachute  Creek  (6,571 
acres),  Trapper/North  water  Creek  (4,810  acres).  Magpie  Gulch  (4,698)  acres,  and  Anvil  Points  (4,955 
Response:  acres)(Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS).  This  provides  a  level  of  special 

management  for  the  relevant  and  important  resources  that  is  intermediate  between  Alternatives  II  and 
III. 


Topic:  Special  Status  Plants  and  Significant  Plant  Communities 

Comment  2)  Utilizing  SSR/CSU  restrictions  as  a  method  of  protection  of  rare  plants  (as  in  Alternative  III)  may 
text:  protect  a  plant  (or  other  ecological  resource)  that  is  known  to  be  in  an  exact  location,  but  it  may  lead  to 
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future  habitat  degradation  in  the  range  where  the  plant  may  occur. 


Response: 


2)  BLM  does  not  believe  that  future  habitat  degradation  is  a  necessary  consequence  of  limiting 
SSR/CSU  protections  to  known  areas  of  occupied  habitat  and,  furthermore,  knows  of  no  reliable  and 
non-speculative  basis  for  discerning  where  a  rare  plant  “could”  occur  in  the  future — particularly  given 
the  very  low  rate  of  population  expansion  of  most  species. 


Topic:  Upland  Vegetation  and  Riparian/Wetland  Areas 

Comment  3)  Any  final  management  plan  for  the  Roan  Plateau  should  have  a  noxious  weed  strategy  that  is  similar 
text:  to  the  component  outlined  in  Alternative  II. 

3)  The  Proposed  Plan  emphasizes  prevention,  inventory,  detection,  and  monitoring  and  project  actions 
as  part  of  an  integrated  weed  management  program  (which  includes  mechanical,  biological,  and 
Response:  chemical  control  techniques),  as  described  for  Alternative  II  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed 
Plan/Final  EIS).  Additionally  the  Proposed  Plan  promotes  natural  processes  and  healthy  native  plan 
communities  to  deter  noxious  weeds. 

Thomas  J.  Beckett 
781  South  Oneida  Street 
Denver,  CO  80224 

Oil  and  Gas 

Encourage  BLM  to  select  a  middle-ground  alternative  as  Preferred.  Several  specific  points  are  the 
same  as  the  Community  Alternative. 

The  natural  resource  values  of  the  Planning  Area  have  been  given  special  consideration  within  the 
context  of  multiple  use  as  mandated  by  FLPMA  and  BLM  policy.  Protective  measures  and 
management  actions  related  to  these  resource  values  are  described  in  Section  2.3  and  reiterated 
throughout  the  impact  analysis  in  Chapter  4  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS.  While  the  "Community 
Alternative"  was  not  an  alternative  developed  and  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS,  many  of  the  basic 
components  were  incorporated  in  various  combinations  in  the  five  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Draft 
RMPA/EIS.  Many  of  these  components  are  also  reflected  in  the  Proposed  Plan  (Section  2.3  and  Table 
2-1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS). 


Topic: 

Comment 

text: 


Response: 


Robert  Beverly 

2855  Applewood  Street 

Grand  Junction,  CO  81506 

Other  Minerals 

The  EIS  should  recognize  the  large  amount  of  potentially  recoverable  oil  from  oil  shale  in  the  Roan 
Plateau  and  that  it  may  be  as  much  as  10,000  times  the  potential  energy  from  gas  deposits. 

Section  3.5.6. 1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  expands  on  the  discussion  of  oil  shale  development. 
Development  of  oil  shale  in  areas  with  a  Federal  mineral  estate  would  be  regulated  by  BLM  and  subject 
to  the  same  restrictions/stipulations  regarding  surface  activities.  However,  BLM  does  not  believe  that 
oil  shale  development  is  realistic  in  the  Planning  Area  during  the  20-year  period  of  analysis.  If  oil  shale 
development  does  arise  as  a  desired  use  during  the  planning  period,  impacts  would  be  considered  in  a 
separate  NEPA  document  prepared  in  response  to  specific  proposals. 

Ronald  Borrego 
3396  W.  31st  Ave. 

Denver,  CO  80211 

Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 


Topic: 

Comment 

text: 

Response: 
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Comment 

text: 


Supports  the  Community  Alternative. 


The  "Community  Alternative"  was  not  an  alternative  developed  and  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS. 

.  However,  many  of  the  basic  components  of  the  "Community  Alternative"  were  incorporated  in  various 
SP  nse*  combinations  in  the  five  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  Many  of  these  components  are 
also  reflected  in  the  Proposed  Plan  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS). 


Topic:  General  Comment 

1)  The  Draft  RMPA/EIS  does  meet  requirements  of  an  EIS,  per  Environmental  Quality  Improvement 
Act  of  1970:  a)  the  document  does  not  provide  full  and  fair  discussion  of  significant  environmental 
impact;  b)  the  document  does  not  inform  decision  makers  and  the  public  of  reasonable  alternatives 
Comment  which  avoid  or  minimize  adverse  impacts  or  enhance  the  quality  of  the  human  environment;  c)  the 
text:  range  of  alternatives  does  not  encompass  all  possible  conditions  needed  for  consideration  by  the 

ultimate  agency  decision  maker;  d)  the  range  of  alternatives  as  presented  do  not  include  a  no-drilling 
alternative  nor  a  full-drilling  implementation  alternative;  e)  environmental  impacts  are  not  discussed  in 
proportion  to  their  significance. 

1)  BLM  believes  that  both  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  meet  the  requirements  of 
NEPA  and  BLM  policies  regarding  NEPA  compliance.  “No  drilling”  is  not  a  viable  alternative  because 
of  existing  leases  and  vested  property  rights.  However,  Alternative  I  (No  Action)  would  limit  leasing 
and  drilling  to  areas  already  under  lease.  This  placed  virtually  the  entire  top  of  the  plateau  and  much  of 
Response:  the  lower  area  into  a  “no  lease  for  oil  and  gas”  designation,  which  approximates  a  “no  drilling” 
scenario.  As  can  be  seen  by  comparison  tables  in  the  Summary  and  Chapter  4  of  the  Proposed 
Plan/Final  EIS,  the  Proposed  Plan,  with  its  requirement  for  phased  and  clustered  development  atop  the 
plateau,  would  result  in  relatively  low  levels  of  adverse  environmental  impacts  while  accommodating 
substantially  more  oil  and  gas  recovery  than  No  Action. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  2)  The  alternatives  do  not  properly  reflect  public  input  provided  to  date.  Review  and  consider  all  public 
text:  input  provided  to  date. 

2)  The  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  do  reflect  all  public  input  to  date.  However, 

BLM  believes  that  some  aspects  of  public  input — such  as  the  desire  of  some  to  prohibit  drilling  on  top 
Response:  of  the  plateau — are  inconsistent  with  the  Transfer  Act  that  placed  the  NOSRs  under  BLM  management. 
Therefore,  while  all  public  input  was  considered,  BLM  concluded  that  not  all  was  appropriate  for 
incorporation  into  the  reasonable  range  of  alternatives  being  analyzed. 

John  Broderick 
Parachute,  CO 

Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  ^  ^he  vi°*ates  NEPA  by  not  "attaining  the  widest  range  of  beneficial  uses  of  the  environment 
text-  w^^out  degradation."  BLM  should  address  how  the  planning  area  will  be  managed  for  all  resources, 

'  not  just  how  they  will  exist  in  light  of  oil  and  gas  development. 

1)  BLM  believes  the  natural  resource  values  of  the  Planning  Area  have  been  given  special  consideration 
within  the  context  of  multiple  use  as  mandated  by  FLPMA  and  BLM  policy  throughout  the  Roan 
_  Plateau  planning  process,  including  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  Sections  2.3  and  Table  2-1  of  the  Proposed 
v  *  Plan/Final  EIS  outline  and  summarize  all  planning-level  management  actions  included  in  the  Proposed 
Plan  for  all  managed  resources.  These  are  reiterated  throughout  the  impact  analysis  in  Chapter  4  of  the 
Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  2)  The  plan  does  not  present  adequate  information  on  the  impacts  of  full  field  development  on  the 
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text:  resources  of  the  planning  area. 


Response: 


2)  It  is  BLM’s  policy  that  impacts  beyond  the  20-year  planning  period  are  too  speculative  to  consider, 
except  in  a  general,  qualitative  sense.  Changes  in  economic,  geopolitical,  technological,  environmental, 
or  other  factors  that  cannot  be  accurately  predicted  are  likely  to  have  a  major  effect  on  future 
development. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

3)  The  plan  should  address  resources  west  of  Parachute  Creek,  including  water  quality,  fisheries,  and 
Comment  wildlife.  The  cumulative  impact  analysis  needs  to  address  this  area.  Additionally,  cumulative  impacts 
text:  related  to  oil  and  gas  development  on  private  land,  while  referenced  in  the  Draft,  are  not  adequately 
factored  into  the  cumulative  impact  conclusions. 

3)  The  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  expands  on  the  information  provided  for  areas  west  of  Parachute 
<  Creek,  particularly  regarding  wildlife  (Section  4. 3. 4.2).  The  discussion  of  cumulative  impacts 
^  ‘  associated  with  oil  and  gas  development  on  private  lands  in  the  Planning  Area  has  also  been  expanded. 

However,  because  BLM  does  not  manage  these  lands,  the  extent  of  these  impacts  is  more  speculative. 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 

Comment  4)  Impacts  to  deer  and  elk  are  underestimated  and  baseless.  Recent  literature  indicates  an  impact  zone 
text:  much  greater  than  the  3.5  factor  used  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  The  use  of  Reed  (1996)  is  inappropriate. 


Response: 


4)  While  BLM  does  not  agree  that  Reed  is  inappropriate  as  an  indicator  of  the  scale  of  effective  habitat 
loss  associated  with  fragmentation  from  road  construction  and  timber  harvesting  (the  latter  as  an  analog 
for  well  pad  construction),  a  reassessment  of  effective  habitat  loss  using  references  cited  by  the  CDOW 
indicates  that  a  wider  impact  zone  is  more  conservative  and  thus  more  appropriate.  Therefore,  the 
Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  uses  a  larger  area  of  reduced  wildlife  use  around  areas  of  oil  and  gas  activity. 
This  is  discussed  at  length  in  Section  4.3.2  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  (also  see  Table  4-11). 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 

Comment  ^  Instructional  Memorandum  No.  2005-069  appears  to  negate  BLM's  ability  to  mitigate  direct  impacts. 
text1  needs  to  discuss  the  relevance  of  this  memo  on  BLM's  ability  to  mitigate  impacts  to 

’  water,  wildlife,  and  fisheries. 

#  5)  Stipulations  detailed  in  Table  C-l  (Appendix  C)  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and  Proposed  Plan/Final 
esponse.  gjg  ^jjy  accoun^  for  the  requirements  of  this  IM. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

6)  BLM  should  select  an  alternative  that:  designates  and  manages  all  four  ACECs;  includes  the  noxious 
weed  provisions  and  stipulations  of  Alternative  II;  manages  the  21,382  acres  of  wilderness  character 
lands;  implements  management  actions,  with  an  emphasis  on  intensive  management,  to  make  progress 
toward  meeting  all  Land  Health  Standards;  applies  a  500-foot  buffer  to  riparian  areas,  measured  from 
the  outer  edge  of  the  riparian  vegetation;  designates  two  SRMAs  —  Hubbard  Mesa  and  the  top  of  the 
Comment  P^ateau’  restricts  travel  to  designated  routes  and  includes  a  "closed  unless  posted  open"  policy;  uses 
text*  w^Hfe  seclusi°n  areas  of  the  1999  FSEIS;  uses  the  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout  management  as 
'  in  Alternative  II  but  with  intensive  as  well  as  passive  (natural)  management;  manages  livestock  and 
rangeland  as  in  Alternative  III  but  with  monitoring  as  in  Alternative  II;  limits  pad  density  to  one  per 
640  acres;  uses  the  winter  range  TL  of  Alternative  II  but  adds  a  TL  for  calving  and  fawning  areas; 
limits  Standard  Lease  Terms  to  the  existing  7,167  acres  under  Alternative  I;  and  establishes 
performance-based  reclamation  standards  (e.g.,  70%  vegetation  cover)  and  conditions  APD  (drilling 
permit)  approval  on  successful  reclamation  at  previous  well  sites. 

6)  The  Proposed  Plan  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS)  designates  four 
#  ACECs  where  special  management  is  applied  to  protect  and  prevent  irreparable  damage  to  relevant  and 
^  '  important  scenic,  fisheries,  wildlife,  and  botanical/ecological  values.  The  Action  emphasizes 

prevention,  inventory,  detection,  and  monitoring  and  project  actions  as  part  of  an  integrated  weed 
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management  program.  While  no  areas  will  be  managed  specifically  to  maintain  roadlessness  and 
naturalness,  protections  for  various  resources  may  have  the  effect  of  maintaining  wilderness  character. 
The  Proposed  Plan  implements  appropriate  management  actions  on  a  landscape  basis  that  would  result 
in  meeting  Land  Health  Standards  with  emphasis  on  intensive  management.  New  routes  will  be 
established  outside  of  the  riparian  zone  or  must  meet  the  objectives  for  maintaining  riparian,  fishery, 
and  watershed  conditions.  While  the  Proposed  Plan  designates  no  SRMAs,  the  Planning  Area  will  be 
managed  as  part  of  Glenwood  Springs  Extensive  Recreation  Management  Area  (ERMA).  Hubbard 
Mesa  will  be  managed  as  an  OHV  open-riding  area  using  SSR/CSU  stipulation.  In  addition,  route 
closures,  realignment,  and  signage  will  be  used  as  needed  to  protect  adjacent  private  property.  The 
Proposed  Plan  provides  for  responsible  use  by  limiting  travel  to  designated  routes  or  areas  throughout 
the  Planning  Area  (excluding  over-the-snow  travel).  The  Proposed  Plan  designates  the  Parachute  Creek 
Watershed  Management  Area  to  protect  ecosystem  integrity  and  function  related  to  the  Colorado  River 
cutthroat  trout  and  supporting  factors  through  management  actions  and  an  SSR/CSU  restriction.  The 
Proposed  Plan  incorporates  a  number  of  specific  management  actions  intended  to  better  mitigate, 
regulate,  and  monitor  all  management  actions,  including  livestock  grazing  and  impacts  on  other  natural 
resource  values.  Leasing  and  drilling  atop  the  plateau  will  be  based  on  2,640-foot  minimum  surface 
separation  of  pads  (1  per  160  acres).  Lands  available  to  lease  will  be  subject  to  timing  limitations  on 
periods  when  construction  and  drilling  activities  are  prohibited  to  protect  important  wildlife  habitats. 
The  Proposed  Plan  incorporates  a  number  of  specific  management  actions,  as  well  as  reclamation 
standards,  regular  monitoring  requirements,  and  reclamation  success  criteria  intended  to  reduce  the  area 
of  long-term  physical  impacts  of  ground-disturbing  activities,  including  oil  and  gas  development,  as 
well  as  encourage  more  successful  reclamation  and  revegetation  of  these  areas. 


Oni  Butterfly 
P.O.  Box  347 
Silt,  CO  81652 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  1)  To  combine  a  RMPA  and  EIS  document  and  limit  the  analysis  period  to  20  years  is  not  true  to  the 
text:  intent  ofNEPA. 

1)  BLM  land  use  planning  is  implemented  in  compliance  with  Sections  201  and  202  of  the  Federal 
Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976  (FLPMA),  regulations  in  43  CFR  1600,  and  NEPA.  BLM 
Response:  planning  guidance  is  applied  subservient  to  these  and  other  Federal  laws  and  regulations.  As  discussed 
in  Chapter  1  of  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS,  it  is  BLM’s  policy  that  impacts 
beyond  20  years  are  too  speculative  to  allow  a  meaningful  and  reliable  analysis. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

2)  The  document  is  flawed  because  it  does  not  portray  the  true  gas  drilling  scenarios  and  related 
Comment  environmental  impacts:  it  should  a)  incorporate  a  40-  year  time-frame;  b)  reflect  numerous  advances  in 
text:  gas-drilling  technology  that  would  allow  extraction  under  the  cliffs  without  any  surface  occupancy  of 
the  top. 

2)  It  is  BLM’s  policy  that  future  conditions  beyond  the  20-year  planning  period  or  too  speculative  to 
provide  a  basis  for  realistic  and  reasonable  analysis.  A  variety  of  economic,  geopolitical,  technological, 
environmental,  or  other  factors  that  affect  future  levels  of  development  are  themselves  subject  to 
Response:  change.  Regarding  drilling  technologies,  the  Proposed  Plan  incorporates  a  requirement  for  phased  and 
clustered  development  atop  the  plateau,  in  which  collating  up  to  seventeen  wells  per  pad  would  result 
with  a  minimum  surface  separation  of  0.5  mile.  Technology  does  not  currently  exist  that  would  allow 
lower  surface  densities  without  making  much  more  of  the  oil  and  gas  resource  inaccessible. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  3)  The  Draft  does  not  respond  to  comments  during  public  scoping  to  not  allow  any  surface  occupancy 
text:  on  the  public  lands  at  the  top  and  on  the  cliffs  of  the  Roan  Plateau  for  any  drilling  activities. 


6-104 


Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  ■  August  2006 
Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area,  Colorado 


CHAPTER  6  ■  CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 


3)  Under  Alternative  I,  essentially  the  entire  top  of  the  plateau  is  unavailable  for  oil  and  gas  leasing. 

_  However,  for  the  other  alternatives,  BLM  believes  that  the  Transfer  Act  requires  making  the  top  of  the 
^  '  plateau  available  for  future  leasing  to  the  extent  consistent  with  multiple-use  management  under 

FLPMA  and  BLM  policies. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 


Comment  ^  Analysis  f°r  Alternative  III  is  inadequate  as  it  does  not  address  the  specific  impacts  that  will  occur 
from  the  time  the  drilling  begins  on  the  top,  somewhere  around  year  16,  through  year  40.  For  example: 
eX  *  Page  4-3  and  Page  4-5. 

4)  It  is  BLM’s  policy  that  conditions  beyond  the  20-year  planning  period  are  too  speculative  to  provide 
Response:  a  basis  for  realistic  and  reasonable  impact  analysis.  A  variety  of  economic,  geopolitical,  technological, 
and  environmental  factors  that  affect  drilling  are  themselves  subject  to  change. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

5)  The  analysis  does  not  look  carefully  at  past  experiences  with  the  drilling  industry  to  calculate 
Comment  potential  impacts  from  drilling  activities.  For  example:  Page  4-20,  third  paragraph.  Page  4-21,  second 
text:  paragraph.  Page  4-22,  second  paragraph.  Page  4-24,  second  paragraph.  Pages  4-22  and  4-23  in 
addressing  potential  waste  stream  outputs. 

5)  BLM  believes  that  potential  impacts  have  been  adequately  considered.  While  some  incidents  have 
occurred,  the  impacts  have  been  relatively  minor  compared  to  the  scale  of  impacts  associated  with 
Response:  direct  and  indirect  impacts  of  habitat  loss  and  modification  from  well  pads,  access  roads,  and  associated 
facilities.  Furthermore,  because  future  incidents  may  differ  in  frequency,  location,  and  severity  from 
past  incidents,  quantitative  estimates  of  their  consequences  are  impracticable. 


Topic:  Hazardous  Materials 

Comment  6)  Page  4-23,  last  paragraph:  These  would  not  necessarily  be  one-time  consequences.  Address  potential 
text:  for  multiple  accidents  over  time.  This  is  also  true  for  text  on  Page  4-29,  paragraph  three. 

6)  BLM  believes  that  potential  impacts  have  been  adequately  considered.  While  some  incidents  have 
occurred,  the  impacts  have  been  relatively  minor  compared  to  the  scale  of  impacts  associated  with 
Response:  direct  and  indirect  impacts  of  habitat  loss  and  modification  from  well  pads,  access  roads,  and  associated 
facilities.  Furthermore,  because  future  incidents  may  differ  in  frequency,  location,  and  severity  from 
past  incidents,  quantitative  estimates  of  their  consequences  are  impracticable. 


Topic:  Water  Resources 

Comment  7)  Page  4-25,  second  paragraph:  How  will  operators  isolate  and  protect  usable  water  zones? 
text:  Groundwater  is  a  valuable  resource  in  its  own  right  that  requires  protection. 

7)  Groundwater  is  routinely  isolated  as  part  of  the  drilling  process.  Wells  are  closed  to  all  depths 
Response:  except  those  of  immediate  interest.  Because  the  gas  reserve  and  groundwater  resources  are  not 
collocated  there  is  very  little  chance  of  impact. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  8)  Page  4-25,  third  paragraph.  It  is  not  correct  to  assume  that  recommended  mitigation  measures  will 
text:  be  applied.  There  are  only  two  people  on  the  Western  Slope  that  enforce  COGCC  regulations. 

8)  Lands  where  exploration  and  development  activities  are  subject  to  specific  mitigation  measures  will 
be  in  the  form  of  Conditions  of  Approval,  and  will  be  developed  through  the  permitting  process.  BMPs 
and  mitigation  measures  and  BMPs  will  be  applied  to  protect  wildlife,  vegetation,  geological, 
Response:  watershed,  fisheries,  visual,  and  Hubbard  Mesa  OHV  open  riding  values  (Section  2.3,  Table  2-1, 
Appendix  I,  and  Appendix  J  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS).  BLM  believes  that  is  has  adequate 
resources  to  implement  monitoring  and  enforcement  needed  to  ensure  compliance  with  the  assumptions 
and  components  of  the  Proposed  Plan. 
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Topic:  Water  Resources 

Comment  9)  Page  4-31.  This  section  must  be  expanded  to  address  the  extensive  cumulative  impacts  from  drilling 
text:  activities  to  the  water  system  atop  and  under  the  Roan  Plateau. 

9)  BLM  has  attempted  to  address  cumulative  impacts  by  resource  as  much  as  practicable  given  the 
_  uncertainties  about  the  exact  location,  scale,  pace,  and  character  of  development  on  private  lands  both 
esponse.  w-tj^n  t^e  piannjng  Area  (“onsite”)  and  outside  the  Planning  Area  (“offsite”).  The  Proposed  Plan/Final 
EIS  provides  some  additional  information  on  cumulative  impacts  to  Water  Resources  (Section  4.2.4). 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  10)  Need  a  summary  table  of  all  the  irreversible  and  irretrievable  impacts  mentioned  in  the  document  as 
text:  well  as  summary  tables  for  major  individual  and  cumulative  impacts. 


Response: 


10)  BLM  believes  that  the  combination  of  narrative  and  tabular  summaries  of  individual  and 
cumulative  impacts  for  the  various  resources  addressed  in  Chapter  4  are  sufficiently  detailed  and 
specific,  as  is  Section  4.6  regarding  irreversible  and  irretrievable  commitment  of  resources.  Even  with 
the  reasonable  and  realistic  assumptions  used  in  the  impact  analysis,  unavoidable  uncertainties  about 
specifically  where,  at  what  pace,  and  in  what  manner  resources  will  be  impacted  make  quantitative  or 
other  impacts  summaries  or  estimates  of  resource  commitments  impracticable. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

11)  Prohibit  any  drilling  on  public  lands  that  belong  to  the  people.  Close  tops  and  cliffs  to  oil  shale 
Comment  leasing  and  other  extractive  processes  for  all  time.  Ensure  protection  is  provided  for  important  habitat, 
text:  roadless  backcountry,  recreation  areas,  and  other  special  lands  and  that  this  protection  remains  in  its 
intent  unchangeable.  Address  in  detail  the  commitment  to  utilization  of  BMPs  and  best  technologies. 

1 1)  The  natural  resource  values  of  the  Planning  Area  have  been  given  special  consideration  within  the 
context  of  multiple  use  as  mandated  by  FLPMA  and  BLM  policy.  Protective  measures  and 
management  actions  related  to  these  resource  values  are  described  in  Section  2.3  and  reiterated 
Response:  throughout  the  impact  analysis  in  Chapter  4  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS.  The  phased  and  clustered 
development  approach  of  the  Proposed  Plan,  the  emphasis  on  performance-based  reclamation 
monitoring,  more  discussion  of  BMPs  and  mitigation  measures,  and  extensive  areas  of  NGD/NSO  and 
SSR/CSU  restrictions  are  all  components  of  the  Proposed  Plan. 

Robert  Cherry 
301  Perkins  Street 
Boone,  NC  28607-5313 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 


Comment 

text: 


Preserve  the  top  of  the  plateau  and  the  associated  cliffs  as  a  recreational  area. 


The  natural  resource  values  and  recreation  opportunities  in  the  Planning  Area  have  been  given  special 
consideration  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  within  the  context  of  multiple  use  as  mandated  by 
Response:  FLPMA  and  BLM  policy.  Protective  measures  and  management  actions  related  to  these  values  are 

described  in  Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  and  reiterated  throughout  the  impact  analysis  in  Chapter  4  of  the 
Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 


Kristine  Crandall 
P.O.  Box  977 
Basalt,  CO  81621 


Topic:  Recreation 

Comment  1)  Could  BLM  provide  a  quantitative  assessment  of  current  types  of  recreational  use  to  assist  in 
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text:  quantifying  impacts  to  this  use?  Adequate  information  is  currently  lacking  in  the  Draft. 

1)  BLM  does  not  have  quantitative  data  on  recreational  use  in  the  Planning  Area.  The  Draft 
Response:  RMPA/EIS  and  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  are  based  on  the  best  information  available  through  BLM’s 
recreation  planner  for  the  area. 


Topic:  Socioeconomics 

Comment  2)  What  are  the  social  and  economic  costs  of  oil  and  gas  development?  The  Draft  presents  only  the 
text:  benefits  side  of  the  equation  and  not  the  costs  side. 

2)  The  updated  socioeconomic  analysis  in  Section  4.4.3  and  Appendix  M  of  the  Final  includes  a 
Response:  detailed  analysis  of  the  potential  social  and  economic  impacts  of  oil  and  gas  development  on  the 
surrounding  communities. 


Topic:  General  Comment 


Comment  3)  The  Draft  does  not  adequately  discuss  cumulative  impacts  in  light  of  other  ongoing  and  potential  oil 
text:  and  gas  development  in  the  region.  Could  BLM  include  a  more  thorough  analysis? 


Response: 


3)  The  updated  socioeconomic  analysis  in  Section  4.4.3  of  the  Final  includes  more  discussion  of 
potential  cumulative  impacts  of  oil  and  gas  development  on  the  region.  Additionally,  the  updated 
analysis  was  conducted  in  the  context  of  larger  demographic  and  economic  trends  for  Garfield  County 
and  the  region. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  ^  ^he  does  not  adequately  describe  irreversible  and  irretrievable  commitment  of  resources 

regarding  some  of  the  planning  areas  unique  resources.  Could  BLM  include  a  more  thorough  analysis 
eX  '  of  these  losses? 

4)  Section  4.6  of  both  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  addresses  irreversible  and 
irretrievable  resources.  BLM  believes  that  the  amount  of  detail  provided  is  appropriate  for  a  NEPA 
Response:  analysis.  Because  of  the  many  uncertainties  associated  with  the  exact  scale,  pace,  and  location  of  oil 
and  gas  development,  other  recreational  uses,  reclamation  measures,  mitigation  measures,  and  other 
land  uses  and  management  actions,  a  more  detailed  or  quantitative  analysis  would  be  speculative. 


Topic:  General  Comment 


Comment 

text: 


5)  BLM  should  take  a  hard  look  at  the  "Community  Alternative"  and  adopt  its  key  components. 


5)  The  "Community  Alternative"  was  not  an  alternative  developed  and  analyzed  in  the  Draft 
RMPA/EIS.  However,  many  of  the  basic  components  of  the  "Community  Alternative"  were 
Response:  incorporated  in  various  combinations  in  the  five  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  Many 
of  these  components  are  also  reflected  in  the  Proposed  Plan  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed 
Plan/Final  EIS). 


Robert  R.  Crifasi 
3257  Hawthorne  Hollow 
Boulder,  CO  80304 

Oil  and  Gas 

1)  Defer  drilling  on  top  and  surrounding  cliff  areas. 

1)  The  BLM  has  concluded  that  the  Transfer  Act  requires  oil  and  gas  leasing  in  NOSRs  1  and  3, 
consistent  with  multiple-use  management  under  FLPMA.  Therefore,  the  Proposed  Plan  and  all  of  the 
previously  analyzed  alternatives  (except  Alternative  I,  No  Action)  included  future  oil  and  gas  leasing 
and  development  of  the  NOSRs.  However,  BLM  has  also  concluded  that  the  Proposed  Plan,  with  its 


Topic: 

Comment 

text: 


Response: 
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requirement  for  phased  and  clustered  development  atop  the  plateau,  achieves  am  appropriate  level  of 
resource  protection  while  accommodating  a  reasonable  level  of  oil  and  gas  development  without 
deferral. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  2)  Implement  BMPs  that  require  minimization,  restoration,  and  reclamation  of  energy  development 
text:  zones  and  around  the  base  -  include  strict  controls  for  invasive  weeds  and  water  quality. 

t  2)  The  Proposed  Plan  includes  a  number  of  BMPs  to  be  applied  to  all  long-term  ground-disturbing 
p  *  activities,  as  appropriate  to  each  site  and  activity  (Appendix  I). 


Topic:  Areas  Managed  to  Protect  Wilderness  Character  or  Specific  Wilderness  Values 


Comment 

text: 


3)  Protect  wilderness  values  of  the  Roan. 


Response: 


3)  While  no  areas  will  be  managed  specifically  to  maintain  roadlessness  and  naturalness  under  the 
Proposed  Plan,  protections  for  various  resources,  and  the  requirement  for  phased  and  clustered 
development,  are  expected  to  maintain  wilderness  character  in  large  portions  of  the  Planning  Area 
(Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS). 


Topic:  Other  Minerals 

Comment  ^  Permanent  withdrawal  of  mineral  extraction  on  top  of  the  plateau  and  along  the  surrounding  cliffs,  as 
text-  W6^  aS  *n  sens^ve  riparian,  shale  community  habitats,  and  other  lands  that  would  be  irreversibly 
'  damaged  by  energy  extraction. 

4)  The  Proposed  Plan  emphasizes  natural  resource  values  through  application  of  protective  surface  use 
restrictions  and  stipulations,  directed  management  actions,  and  administrative  designations.  It 
incorporates  12  NGD/NSO  restrictions  and  14  SSR/CSU  restrictions  for  the  protection  of  a  variety  of 
Response:  resources,  including  the  sensitive  riparian  and  shale  communities  named  in  the  comment.  See  Section 
2.3  and  Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS.  In  addition,  a  number  of  BMPs  would  be  applied  to 
all  long-term  ground-disturbing  activities,  as  appropriate  to  each  site  and  activity  (Appendix  I),  and 
reclamation  would  be  conducted  within  the  context  of  performance-based  success  criteria. 


Topic:  Onsite  Travel  Management 

Comment  5)  Require  all  motorized  vehicles  and  bicycles,  including  ATVs  and  snowmobiles,  to  remain  on  marked 
text:  and  designated  roads  only. 

5)  The  Proposed  Plan  provides  for  non-motorized,  mechanized,  and  motorized  travel.  Motorized 
Response:  vehicle  travel  would  be  limited  to  designated  routes  throughout  the  Planning  Area,  with  the  exception 
of  the  Hubbard  Mesa  OHV  riding  area  and  over-snow  travel  by  snowmobile. 


Kevin  Cun 
Colbran,  CO 

Topic:  Water  Resources 

Comment  ^  *  believe  Alternative  II  is  the  most  feasible.  But  it  should  include  critical  Watershed  Management, 
text-  Concerned  about  impacts  of  spilled  condensate  and  other  by-products,  as  well  as  exploration  and 
‘  production,  on  and  off  location. 

1)  Under  the  Proposed  Plan,  the  Parachute  Creek  WMA  would  be  designated.  The  WMA  management 
will  include  an  SSR/CSU  stipulation  throughout.  Additional  NGD/NSO  and  SSR/CSU  restrictions  for 
Response:  a  variety  of  watershed-related  resources — including  fisheries,  riparian/wetland  vegetation,  sensitive 
plant  species,  and  municipal  water  quality — as  well  as  specific  BMPs  and  mitigation  measures  are 
described  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 
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Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  2)  Suggests  that  any  reserve  pits  be  remediated.  This  will  require  an  honest  policing  effort  on  the  part 
text:  of  BLM. 


Response: 


2)  The  Proposed  Plan  implements  innovative  reclamation  and  performance-based  monitoring  standards 
(Appendix  J). 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 


Comment 

text: 


3)  It  is  important  for  BLM  to  consider  horizontal  or  directional  drilling. 


Response: 


3)  The  Proposed  Plan  requires  innovative  approaches,  including  use  of  directional  drilling  and 
collocating  of  up  to  seventeen  wells  on  a  pad. 


Kevin  Curl 
Colbran,  CO 


Topic:  General  Comment 


Comment 

text: 


Supports  Alternative  II,  with  directional  drilling  and  watershed  protection. 


BLM  believes  that  the  Proposed  Plan  represents  a  high  degree  of  environmental  protection  while 
recovering  a  reasonable  amount  of  the  oil  and  gas  resource.  Specifically,  the  Proposed  Plan  would 
require  phased  and  clustered  development  on  top  of  the  plateau,  with  a  focus  on  developing  along 
ridgetops  and  out  of  the  environmentally  more  sensitive  stream  valleys.  Through  a  reliance  on 
directional  drilling,  up  to  seventeen  wells  would  be  collocated  on  a  single  pad,  with  a  minimum 
distance  of  0.5  mile  between  pads.  Compared  to  the  No  Action  alternative — which  would  allow  some 
Response:  drilling  on  top  in  areas  not  included  within  the  transferred  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserves — the  Proposed 
Plan  is  assumed  to  result  in  only  six  more  well  pads  (thirteen  versus  seven)  but  200  more  wells.  The 
effect  would  be  much  greater  gas  production  but  with  a  relatively  modest  increase  in  environmental 
impacts.  Additionally,  the  Proposed  Plan  incorporates  a  number  of  special  management  designations 
and  protective  restrictions  previously  limited  to  the  environmentally  most  protective  alternative 
(Alternative  II),  including  incorporation  of  a  Watershed  Management  Area  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1 
in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS). 


Clayton  Daughenbaugh 
1311  S.  Elmwood 
Berwyn,  IL  60402 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 


Comment 

text: 


Indefinitely  defer  all  oil  and  gas  leasing  on  the  top  and  cliffs  of  the  Roan  Plateau. 


Response: 


The  BLM  has  concluded  that  the  Transfer  Act  requires  oil  and  gas  leasing  in  NOSRs  1  and  3,  consistent 
with  multiple-use  management  under  FLPMA.  Therefore,  the  Proposed  Plan  and  all  of  the  previously 
analyzed  alternatives  (except  Alternative  I,  No  Action)  included  future  oil  and  gas  leasing  and 
development  of  the  NOSRs. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

I  support  a  plan  that  prohibits  drilling,  provides  protection  for  significant  habitats  and  proposed 
Comment  wilderness  areas,  respects  local  community  needs,  keeps  resource  damage  to  a  minimum,  closes  the  top 
text:  and  cliffs  to  future  oil  shale  leasing,  keeps  motorized  use  on  designated  trails  and  roads,  and  prioritizes 
natural  resource  protection. 


Response: 


The  natural  resource  values  of  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area  have  been  given  special  consideration 
within  the  context  of  multiple  use  as  mandated  by  FLPMA  and  BLM  policy.  Protective  measures  and 
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management  actions  related  to  these  resource  values  are  described  in  Section  2.3  and  reiterated 
throughout  the  impact  analysis  in  Chapter  4  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 

Douglas  DeNio 
87  River  View  Place 
Parachute,  CO  81635 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  1)  Draft  EIS  does  not  take  into  account  the  expansion  of  gas  exploration  and  production  on  48,000 
text:  acres  purchased  by  EnCana  of  the  former  UNOCAL  property. 

1)  The  Draft  RMPA/EIS,  as  well  as  the  Final,  assumes  that  all  of  the  private  lands  within  the  Planning 


Response: 


Area  are  subject  to  oil  and  gas  development. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  2)  Draft  EIS  is  deficient  in  that  impacts  associated  with  drilling  crews  and  maintenance  personnel  for 
text:  gas  wells  on  the  Plateau  top  are  not  addressed. 

2)  The  Draft  RMPA/EIS  incorporated  disturbance  impacts  related  to  human  activity  and  vehicular 
_  traffic  atop  the  plateau,  as  does  the  Final.  Regarding  wildlife,  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  assumes  a 
p  *  higher  degree  of  reduced  use  by  wildlife  in  areas  of  human  activity,  including  oil  and  gas  access  roads, 
than  did  the  Draft.  See  Section  4.3.2. 


Topic:  Water  Resources 

Comment  3)  Draft  EIS  is  deficient  in  that  a  method  or  methods  for  treating  and  disposing  condensate  and 
text:  produced  water  from  wells  on  top  is  not  clearly  identified. 


Response: 


3)  The  Draft  RMPA/EIS  stated  (Section  4.5.5.)  that  oil  and  gas  activities  on  top  of  the  plateau  would 
truck  the  condensate  and  produced  water  to  offsite  locations  for  disposal.  The  Draft  also  described 
currently  used  locations  for  offsite  disposal.  While  some  consideration  may  be  given  to  onsite 
treatment  and  disposal  instead  of  offsite  trucking — a  potentially  positive  change  is  if  the  treated  water 
can  be  used  beneficially  (e.g.,  for  stock  watering).  BLM  does  not  believe  that  this  can  be  assumed  or 
required  for  the  Proposed  Plan. 


Topic:  Climate  and  Air  Quality 


Comment 

text: 


4)  the  air  quality  model  does  not  address  pollutant  emissions  from  condensate  tanks 


4)  The  air  quality  model  does  not  address  emissions  from  condensate  tanks.  Tank  emissions  tend  to  be 
minimal  compared  to  other  sources.  The  primary  emissions  of  concern  from  the  tanks  would  be  VOCs 
Response:  (HAPs),  which  would  not  be  modeled,  as  there  are  no  standards  (NAAQS,  PSD  Increments)  for  VOCs. 

The  only  place  VOC  emissions  would  be  modeled  would  be  for  ozone,  which  was  not  modeled  for  this 
situation. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  5)  No  noise  analysis  was  done  for  impacts  emanating  from  compressor  stations,  drill  rigs,  service  trucks 
text:  and  other  gas  extraction  activities 


Response: 


5)  In  terms  of  wildlife  impacts  from  noise,  Section  4.3.2  discusses  the  conservative  assumptions  about 
wildlife  avoidance  of  areas  of  oil  and  gas  activities.  Noise  was  also  mentioned  as  a  factor  that  could 
affect  recreational  quality.  BLM  does  not  believe  that  a  quantitative  noise  analysis  is  needed  for 
assessing  the  impacts  of  the  various  alternatives  or  selecting  a  final  action. 


Topic:  Onsite  Travel  Management 
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Comment 

text: 


6)  motorized  travel  on  top,  including  snowmobiles,  needs  to  be  restricted  to  designated  routes 


6)  The  Proposed  Plan  restricts  motorized  travel  to  designated  routes  throughout  the  Planning  Area, 
Response:  excluding  the  Hubbard  Mesa  OHV  riding  area  and  over-snow  travel  by  snowmobile  (Section  2.3  and 
Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  E1S). 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 


Comment 

text: 


7)  supports  the  Community  Alternative 


The  "Community  Alternative"  was  not  an  alternative  developed  and  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS. 
„  However,  many  of  the  basic  components  of  the  "Community  Alternative"  were  incorporated  in  various 

v  '  combinations  in  the  five  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  Many  of  these  components  are 
also  reflected  in  the  Proposed  Plan  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS). 


Jeff  Derengowski 
1410  Yosemite  Dr. 

Colorado  Springs,  CO  80910 

General  Comment 

Requests  information  regarding  the  potential  development  of  the  Roan  Plateau. 

The  natural  resource  values  of  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area  have  been  given  special  consideration 
within  the  context  of  multiple  use  as  mandated  by  FLPMA  and  BLM  policy.  Protective  measures  and 
management  actions  related  to  these  resource  values  are  described  in  Section  2.3  and  reiterated 
throughout  the  impact  analysis  in  Chapter  4  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 


Topic: 

Comment 

text: 

Response: 


Topic:  General  Comment 


Comment 

text: 


Requests  information  regarding  the  potential  development  of  the  Roan  Plateau 


Response: 


Sections  3.5.5  and  3.5.6  of  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  provide  information  on 
oil  and  gas  drilling  and  oil  shale,  respectively. 


Cecil  Gardner 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 


Comment 

text: 


1)  I  am  in  favor  of  oil  and  gas  development  on  private  and  public  land.  I  am  also  in  favor  of  the  BLM 
managing  the  top  of  the  Roan  Plateau  so  that  ranchers  can  graze  livestock  and  construct  and  maintain 
range  projects  as  they  have  in  the  past. 


Response: 


1)  Development  of  the  natural  gas  resource,  as  well  as  rangeland  management,  are  important 
components  of  the  Proposed  Plan  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS)  as  well  as 
the  five  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and  will  be  implemented  within  the  multiple  use 
context  of  all  BLM  land  use  decisions. 


Topic:  Rangeland  Management  and  Health 


Comment 

text: 


2)  Companies  should  develop  reservoirs  off  of  the  barrow  pits  along  roads  and  to  adjacent  pipelines. 
Water  should  be  solar  pumped  to  the  top  of  Long  Ridge  and  a  water  pipeline  down  Long  Ridge,  Short 
Ridge,  and  along  the  fenceline  on  the  ridge  between  Bull  Gulch,  Grassy  Gulch,  and  Spring  Gulch. 


Response: 


Thank  you  for  your  interest  and  participation  in  the  BLM  land  use  planning  process  for  the  Roan 
Plateau  Planning  Area.  Your  comment  has  been  noted  and  considered. 
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Maryanne  and  Bill  Gemmell 
312  Longview  Court 
Grand  Junction,  CO  81503 

Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  We  would  like  to  see  drilling  for  gas  as  described  in  Alternative  III.  However,  why  not  start  drilling 
text:  above  when  50%  of  wells  below  the  rim  are  complete? 

BLM  has  concluded  that  the  concept  of  phased  and  clustered  development  atop  the  plateau,  which  arose 
as  an  outcome  of  the  Consultation  and  Coordination  process  following  publication  of  the  Draft 
Response:  RMPA/EIS,  provides  the  optimal  balance  between  environmental  protection  atop  the  plateau  and 

reasonable  recovery  of  the  underlying  oil  and  gas  resource.  Therefore,  the  Proposed  Plan  is  based  on 
this  concept  rather  than  deferred  drilling. 


Pam  Hackley 
HC  64  Box  3208 
Castle  Valley,  UT  84532 


Topic:  General  Comment 


Comment  1)  BLM  should  reevaluate  the  purpose  and  need  for  drilling  on  top  of  the  plateau  given  existing  wells 
text:  and  projected  new  wells  below  the  rim. 


Response: 


1)  BLM  believes  that  the  Transfer  Act  requires  that  all  of  the  NOSR  areas  be  made  available  for  oil  and 
gas  leasing,  consistent  with  multiple-use  management  under  FLPMA  and  BLM  policies.  However, 
Alternative  I  included  a  no-lease  designation  on  top  of  plateau  (thus  including  it  in  the  range  of 
alternatives  analyzed),  and  the  Proposed  Plan  incorporates  a  requirement  for  phased  and  clustered 
development  to  reduce  potential  impacts.  The  deferred  leasing  aspect  of  Alternative  III  was  also 
intended  to  allow  technologies  to  develop  in  ways  that  would  reduce  impacts. 


Topic:  Socioeconomics 

Comment  ^  ®^M  should  more  thoroughly  assess  impacts  on  recreation  in  relation  to  the  local  economy  and 
text*  s^ou^  establish  a  "community  impacts  board"  to  assess  impacts  on,  and  ways  to  reduce  impacts  to, 

'  local  communities  from  the  adversely  fluctuating  economies  (associated  with  gas  field  development). 

2)  The  updated  socioeconomic  analysis  in  Section  4.4.3  and  Appendix  M  of  the  Pinal  includes  a  more 
thorough  analysis  of  recreation  and  potential  impacts  on  the  local  economy.  Currently,  BLM  maintains 
Response:  the  Northwest  Colorado  Resource  Advisory  Council  (RAC)  as  a  platform  for  community  input.  RAC  is 
the  advisory  council  for  the  BLM,  composed  of  15  members  representing  a  broad  range  of  public  land 
interests,  ranging  from  environmental  to  local  government  to  commercial  activity. 


Topic:  Upland  Vegetation  and  Riparian/Wetland  Areas 

Comment  3)  BLM  should  develop  standards  for  reclamation  success,  establish  a  monitoring  program  for  ensuring 
text:  that  the  criteria  are  being  met,  and  require  bonding  adequate  to  ensure  successful  reclamation. 

3)  The  Proposed  Plan  includes  the  use  of  BMPs  and  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  impacts  of  surface- 
Response:  disturbing  activities,  standardized  reclamation  practices  (Appendix  I  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS), 
and  performance-based  revegetation  monitoring  standards  (Appendix  H). 


Topic:  General  Comment 


Comment 

text: 


4)  BLM  should  adopt  the  "Community  Alternative." 


The  "Community  Alternative"  was  not  an  alternative  developed  and  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS. 
Response:  However,  many  of  the  basic  components  of  the  "Community  Alternative"  were  incorporated  in  various 
combinations  in  the  five  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  Many  of  these  components  are 
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also  reflected  in  the  Proposed  Plan  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS). 

Bill  Hamann 
235  Arroyo  Dr. 

Grand  Junction,  CO  81503 

Oil  and  Gas 

1)  Include  an  alternative  that  allows  no  drilling  on  top.  Like  the  Community  Alternative. 

The  "Community  Alternative"  was  not  an  alternative  developed  and  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS. 
However,  many  of  the  basic  components  of  the  "Community  Alternative"  were  incorporated  in  various 
combinations  in  the  five  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  Many  of  these  components  are 
also  reflected  in  the  Proposed  Plan  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS). 


Topic: 

Comment 

text: 

Response: 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  2)  The  Draft  RMPA/EIS  does  not  include  a  thorough  and  objective  Multiple  Use  analysis  (per  the 
text:  Multiple  Use  Act  of  1960). 

2)  BLM  believes  that  multiple-use  was  incorporated  in  all  of  the  five  alternatives,  and  analysis  of 
Response:  impacts  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  as  well  as  in  the  Proposed  Plan  (Section  2.3,  Table  2-1,  and  Chapter  4 
in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS). 

Patricia  E.  Helland 
44  Willowview  Way 
Parachute,  CO  81635 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 


Comment 

text: 


4)  Oppose  gas  leasing  on  the  top  of  the  Roan  Plateau  at  this  time. 


Response: 


The  natural  resource  values  of  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area  have  been  given  special  consideration 
within  the  context  of  multiple  use  as  mandated  by  FLPMA  and  BLM  policy.  Protective  measures  and 
management  actions  related  to  these  resource  values  are  described  in  Section  2.3  and  reiterated 
throughout  the  impact  analysis  in  Chapter  4  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS.  BLM  believes  that  the 
Proposed  Plan  appropriately  protects  the  ecological,  hydrological,  recreational,  and  scenic  values  of  the 
top  of  the  plateau  while  accommodating  a  reasonable  degree  of  oil  and  gas  production. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  1)  None  of  proposed  alternatives  realistically  estimate  the  rate  of  gas  development  in  the  concerned 
text:  BLM  areas.  The  environmental  impacts  of  gas  development  are  systematically  underestimated. 


1)  The  assumed  rates  of  development  for  the  five  alternatives  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS — as  well  as  the 
assumed  drilling  rates  for  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  — were  derived  from  the  RFD  (Appendix  H  of 
the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS),  but  adjusted  to  reflect  current  and  anticipated 
#  numbers  of  available  drill  rigs,  the  amount  of  land  potentially  brought  into  production  under  new 
^  *  leases,  and  the  various  levels  of  environmental  protections  under  the  different  alternatives.  While  the 

RMPA/EIS  acknowledges  in  Chapter  2  and  elsewhere  that  actual  development  rates  may  differ  for  a 
number  of  reasons,  BLM  believes  that  the  assumed  levels  used  for  impact  analysis  are  reasonable  and 
realistic  projections. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  2)  You  have  not  taken  into  account  the  combined  impacts  accelerating  gas  development  on  adjacent  and 
text:  nearby  private  land  with  gas  development  within  the  BLM  area  of  consideration  on  watersheds  or 
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wildlife. 

2)  The  impact  analysis  in  Section  4.3.2  specifically  discusses  cumulative  impacts — both  within  and 
esponse.  planning  Area.  The  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  includes  an  expanded  discussion  of  this  topic. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 


Comment  ^  None  °f  ^ie  ProPosed  alternatives  show  how  gas  development  will  be  responsibly  managed.  None 

#  address  management  and  regulation  of  drilling  operations,  production  operation,  and  reclamation,  nor  is 

*  there  a  clear  monitoring  protocol  or  process. 

3)  The  Proposed  Plan  incorporates  the  use  of  BMPs  and  standardized  reclamation  practices  as  well 
adaptive  management  to  monitor  reclamation  success  against  defined  criteria  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2- 
Response:  1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS).  Issues  involving  management  and  regulation  of  drilling  operations 
are  covered  within  standard  oil  and  gas  leasing  and  permitting  frameworks,  which  are  touched  up  in  the 
Oil  and  Gas  sections  (3.5.5  and  4.5.5)  and  related  appendices  of  the  RMPA/EIS. 


Ann  Henson 
926  Yucca  Court 
Longmont,  CO  80501 


Topic:  General  Comment 


Comment 

text: 


Preferred  Alternative  III  is  unacceptable.  Alternative  V  is  most  favorable.  Preserve  the  view,  protect 
livestock  grazing,  and  wildlife  needs  on  the  top.  Motorized  travel  is  not  acceptable  (except 
snowmobiles) 


BLM  believes  that  the  Proposed  Plan  represents  a  high  degree  of  environmental  protection  while 
recovering  a  reasonable  amount  of  the  oil  and  gas  resource.  Specifically,  the  Proposed  Plan  would 
require  phased  and  clustered  development  on  top  of  the  plateau,  with  a  focus  on  developing  along 
ridgetops  and  out  of  the  environmentally  more  sensitive  stream  valleys.  Through  a  reliance  on 
directional  drilling,  up  to  seventeen  wells  would  be  collocated  on  a  single  pad,  with  a  minimum 
Response:  distance  of  0.5  mile  between  pads.  Compared  to  the  No  Action  alternative — which  would  allow  some 
drilling  on  top  in  areas  not  included  within  the  transferred  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserves — the  Proposed 
Plan  is  assumed  to  result  in  only  six  more  well  pads  (thirteen  versus  seven)  but  200  more  wells.  The 
effect  would  be  much  greater  gas  production  but  with  a  relatively  modest  increase  in  environmental 
impacts.  Additionally,  the  Proposed  Plan  incorporates  a  number  of  special  management  designations 
and  protective  restrictions  previously  limited  to  the  environmentally  most  protective  alternative. 


Barbara  Hill 

2935  El  Torro  Road 

Grand  Junction,  CO  81503 


Topic:  General  Comment 


Comment 

text: 


Requests  an  informational  meeting  in  Grand  Junction  regarding  Roan  Plateau  Management  Plan. 


#  BLM  has  conducted  a  number  of  informational  meetings  in  the  general  vicinity  of  the  Planning  Area 
esponse.  Chapter  Six  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS). 


Frederick  Jackson 
118  Ash  Avenue 
Rifle,  CO  81650 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 


Comment 

text: 


Gas  from  wells  seeps  into  the  water  table  polluting  the  water, 


this  should  not  be  allowed  to  happen. 
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Standard  oil  and  gas  development  practices  attempt  to  prevent  such  occurrences.  The  Proposed  Plan 
specifically  addresses  such  concerns  with  a  number  of  BMPs  to  be  applied  to  all  long-tenn  ground- 
Response:  disturbing  activities,  as  appropriate  to  each  site  and  activity  (Appendix  I)  as  well  as  designation  of  the 
Parachute  Creek  Watershed  Management  Area,  which  provides  special  management  considerations  and 
prescriptions  to  protect  the  water  resources  on  top  of  the  Roan  Plateau  (Table  2-3). 

Joe  Jaggers 

Williams  Energy  Services 
Tower  3,  Suite  1000 
1515  Arapahoe  Street 
Denver,  CO  80202 

Oil  and  Gas 

I  support  the  development  of  the  Roan. 

Thank  you  for  your  interest  in  the  BLM  land  use  planning  process.  Development  of  the  natural  gas 
reserves  within  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area  has  been  considered  within  the  multiple  use  context  of 
all  BLM  land  use  decisions. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Wayne  Jewell 
P.O.  Box  238 
DeBeque,  CO  81630 

Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  Objects  to  gas  drilling  on  the  Roan  Plateau.  Concerned  about  observed  well  pad  road  maintenance 
text:  where  winter  plowing  resulted  in  walls  of  dirt  four  to  five  feet  tall  on  side  of  road. 

Thank  you  for  your  interest  in  the  BLM  land  use  planning  process.  BLM  appreciates  your  concern 
Response:  regarding  winter  plowing  of  proposed  natural  gas  well  pad  maintenance  roads.  Best  Management 
Practices  for  this  activity  are  incorporated  into  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  (Appendix  I). 

Jan  and  Gayla  Kobialka 
11598  Overleigh  Drive 
Woodbridge,  VA  22192 

Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Please  bar  all  mineral  leasing  from  the  proposed  wilderness  area.  The  middle  ground  alternative 
Comment  proposed  by  Colorado  groups  should  be  adopted  because  it  protects  the  best  of  this  area  and  keeps  oil 
text:  and  gas  drilling  off  of  the  top  and  cliffs.  We  ask  the  BLM  when  issuing  leases  to  attach  clear 
stipulations  that  require  operators  to  use  "best  management  practices. 

Thank  you  for  your  interest  and  participation  in  the  BLM  land  use  planning  process  for  the  Roan 
Plateau  Planning  Area.  The  natural  resource  values  of  the  Planning  Area  have  been  given  special 
consideration  within  the  context  of  multiple  use  as  mandated  by  FLPMA  and  BLM  policy.  Protective 
Response:  measures  and  management  actions  related  to  these  resource  values  are  described  in  Section  2.3  and 
reiterated  throughout  the  impact  analysis  in  Chapter  4  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS.  In  addition,  a 
number  of  BMPs  would  be  applied  to  all  long-term  ground-disturbing  activities,  as  appropriate  to  each 
site  and  activity  (Appendix  I). 


Topic: 

Comment 

text: 

Response: 


David  Kohls 

P.O.  Box  6145 

Battlement  Mesa,  CO  81636 
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Topic:  Paleontological  Resources 

1)  All  of  the  Roan  Plateau,  whether  private  or  public  land,  is  an  extremely  valuable  paleontological 
resource  area.  I  see  no  interference  of  paleontological  collecting  activities  on  the  present  or  future 
ommen  naj:uraj  gas  rec0very  activities  in  the  RMPA.  However,  it  would  be  unconscionable  for  the  collecting  of 
text'  paleontological  material  to  be  prohibited  because  of  this  economic  activity.  In  most  instances,  these 
activities  do  not  seem  to  be  mutually  exclusive  and  can  well  co-exist,  side-by-side. 

1)  None  of  the  five  Alternatives  considered  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS,  nor  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS, 
Response:  interferes  with  the  collection  of  paleontological  resources  as  permitted  and  regulated  on  BLM  lands 
within  the  Planning  Area. 


Topic:  Paleontological  Resources 

^  2)  Two  localities  situated  within  the  RMPA  contain  Eocene-age  invertebrate  fossil  material.  I  beseech 
you  and  other  decision-makers  to  help  protect  this  valuable  resource  for  present  and  future  generations. 
[Note,  the  locations  of  these  sites  are  confidential  and  not  included  in  the  text  of  this  comment]. 

.  2)  The  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  includes  protection  of  Sharrard  Park  paleontological  resources  from 
esponse.  surface_cjjS(Xir^jng  activities  through  an  SSR/CSU  restriction. 

Kenneth  Kreckel 

Oil  and  Gas  Geosciences 

3670  Placid  Dr. 

Casper,  CO  82604 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  ^  Drilling  on  the  lower  plateau  should  be  at  one  pad  per  640  acres,  drilling  on  the  upper  plateau  should 
text*  exc^u<^ec^  f°r  bfe  *be  plan’  and  both  of  these  should  be  actual  requirements,  not  merely 
*  assumptions. 


Response: 


1)  In  developing  the  Proposed  Plan  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS,  BLM  concluded  that  a  surface 
density  of  one  pad  per  1 60  acres  atop  the  plateau  was  reasonably  achievable  with  current  technology 
and,  as  recommended  by  CDNR  as  part  of  the  Consultation  and  Coordination  process,  to  require  a 
minimum  of  0.5-mile  separation  to  accomplish  that  density.  Below  the  rim,  BLM  would  have  a  goal  of 
clustering  to  an  average  surface  density  of  one  pad  per  160  acres  but  would  not  require  it.  Although  the 
Proposed  Plan  would  allow  drilling  on  top  of  the  plateau  without  a  deferral  period  (as  in  the  Preferred 
Alternative),  the  result  of  phased  and  clustered  development  would  be  a  smaller  number  of  pads  and 
fewer  miles  of  access  roads  than  any  of  the  alternatives  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  (see  Table  4-2). 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 


Comment 

text: 


2)  Even  modest  angles  of  directional  drilling  could  reduce  the  number  of  well  pads  in  the  preferred 
alternative  from  402  to  perhaps  66,  with  an  associated  decrease  in  impacts,  no  adverse  impact  of 
production,  efficiencies  in  terms  of  personnel  and  equipment,  and  only  a  minor  reduction  in  cash 
margin  per  well  due  to  higher  drilling  costs  (about  $0. 1 1  per  MCF).  Furthermore,  directional  drilling 
technologies  will  continue  to  improve,  as  will  economics. 


2)  The  Proposed  Plan  would  require  phased  and  clustered  development  atop  the  plateau  and  would  rely 
on  directional  drilling  to  allow  clustering  of  up  to  seventeen  wells  per  pad,  with  an  average  surface 
density  of  160  acres  and  a  downhole  spacing  of  10  acres.  The  number  of  pads  would  thus  be  lowered 
Response:  to  141  (see  Table  4-2  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS).  BLM  does  not  believe  that  a  comparable  level 
of  clustering  is  practicable  below  the  rim,  due  in  part  to  the  adjacency  and  commingling  of  existing  and 
potential  new  Federal  leases  with  private  lands.  However,  BLM  would  manage  toward  a  gross  density 
of  160  acres  below  the  rim  as  well. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 
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Comment  ^  Besides  not  adequately  considering  directional  drilling  atop  the  plateau,  BLM  does  not  adequately 
consider  an  alternative  for  accessing  reserves  beneath  the  upper  plateau  by  directional  drilling  from  the 
ex  '  lower  plateau. 


3)  The  Preferred  Alternative  of  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  did  incorporate  directional  drilling  beneath  the 
cliffs  from  wells  placed  along  the  edge  of  the  steep-slope  NGD/NSO  (see  Section  4.5.5).  Under  the 
Response:  Proposed  Plan,  this  placement  of  wells  would  also  be  permitted,  although  the  need  for  it  may  be 

ameliorated  by  the  requirement  for  phased  and  clustered  development,  using  directional  drilling,  atop 
the  plateau  (see  response  to  Kenneth  Kreckel  Comment  2). 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  4)  Any  action  on  the  upper  plateau  should  be  deferred  until  the  lower  plateau  is  fully  developed,  to  give 
text:  technology  and  economics  an  opportunity  to  continue  to  progress. 

4)  The  Proposed  Plan,  by  requiring  phased  and  clustered  development  atop  the  plateau  through  reliance 
Response:  on  directional  drilling,  would  achieve  this  result  without  imposing  a  deferral  period  as  under  the 
Preferred  Alternative.  See  response  to  Kenneth  Kreckel  comment  1 . 

David  A.  Lien 

430  E.  Cheyenne  Mtn.  Blvd.  #21 
Colorado  Springs,  CO  80906 

Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  1)  Please  protect  all  roadless  and  wilderness  quality  land  from  all  energy  development,  mining,  logging, 
text:  new  road  construction,  OHVs,  and  other  impacts. 

1)  Under  the  Proposed  Plan  no  areas  will  be  managed  specifically  to  maintain  roadlessness  and 

naturalness.  However,  protective  stipulations  for  other  resources  and  the  phased  and  clustered 

Response:  . 

*  development  of  the  Proposed  Plan  will  have  the  effect  of  maintaining  wilderness  character  in  large 
portions  of  the  Planning  Area  while  accommodating  a  reasonable  level  of  oil  and  gas  development. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

2)  The  final  alternative  should:  protect  roadless  areas  from  oil  and  gas  development;  prohibit  leasing  on 
Comment  the  Roan  Plateau  top  and  cliffs  until  technology  is  developed  to  a  point  that  would  not  require  surface 
text:  disturbance;  provide  real,  non-changeable  protections  for  important  habitat,  proposed  wilderness, 
backcountry  recreation,  and  natural  areas,  including  permanent  "no  ground  disturbance"  stipulations. 

2)  BLM  believes  that  the  Proposed  Plan  represents  a  high  degree  of  environmental  protection  while 
recovering  a  reasonable  amount  of  the  oil  and  gas  resource.  Specifically,  the  Proposed  Plan  would 
require  phased  and  clustered  development  on  top  of  the  plateau,  with  a  focus  on  developing  along 
ridgetops  and  out  of  the  environmentally  more  sensitive  stream  valleys.  Through  a  reliance  on 
directional  drilling,  up  to  seventeen  wells  would  be  collocated  on  a  single  pad,  with  a  minimum 
distance  of  0.5  mile  between  pads.  Compared  to  the  No  Action  alternative — which  would  allow  some 
drilling  on  top  in  areas  not  included  within  the  transferred  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserves — the  Proposed 
Plan  is  assumed  to  result  in  only  six  more  well  pads  (thirteen  versus  seven)  but  200  more  wells.  The 
Response:  effect  would  be  much  greater  gas  production  but  with  a  relatively  modest  increase  in  environmental 
impacts.  Additionally,  the  Proposed  Plan  incorporates  a  number  of  special  management  designations 
and  protective  restrictions  previously  limited  to  the  environmentally  most  protective  alternative. 

The  Proposed  Plan  also  places  NGD/NSO  or  SSR/CSU  restrictions  across  large  portions  of  the 
Planning  Area,  with  the  entire  top  of  the  plateau  in  the  Parachute  Creek  Watershed  Management  Area 
and  most  of  the  streams  and  valleys  outside  areas  available  for  drilling.  While  some  situation  may  arise 
in  which  a  protective  stipulation  would  not  apply,  any  such  situation  would  require  a  clear 
demonstration  that  the  resource  value  being  protected  by  the  stipulation  would  not  be  compromised. 

Ivo  E.  Lindauer 
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269  Lodge  Pole  Circle 
Parachute,  CO  81635 

Topic:  General  Comment 

It  is  impossible  to  implement  the  BLM  mission  to  sustain  the  health,  diversity,  and  productivity  of 
public  lands  for  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  future  generations  if  leasing  is  allowed.  Gas  well  and 
Comm  ent  Pro<^uct*on  development  uses  much  water.  Introduction  of  unwanted  plants  and  invasive  plant  species 
1  would  be  increased.  The  impact  of  more  people,  vehicles,  and  machinery  would  create  stress  for  the 
’  animals.  The  Roan  Plateau  provides  habitats  for  several  rare  and  endangered  plant  species.  80%  of  the 
gas  present  in  Roan  Plateau  can  be  obtained  by  drilling  under  the  ledges.  Drilling  would  not  lessen  the 
US  dependency  on  foreign  oil  and  gas. 

BLM  believes  that  the  Proposed  Plan  represents  a  high  degree  of  environmental  protection  while 
recovering  a  reasonable  amount  of  the  oil  and  gas  resource.  Specifically,  the  Proposed  Plan  would 
require  phased  and  clustered  development  on  top  of  the  plateau,  with  a  focus  on  developing  along 
ridgetops  and  out  of  the  environmentally  more  sensitive  stream  valleys.  Through  a  reliance  on 
directional  drilling,  up  to  seventeen  wells  would  be  collocated  on  a  single  pad,  with  a  minimum 
Response:  distance  of  0.5  mile  between  pads.  Compared  to  the  No  Action  alternative — which  would  allow  some 
drilling  on  top  in  areas  not  included  within  the  transferred  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserves — the  Proposed 
Plan  is  assumed  to  result  in  only  six  more  well  pads  (thirteen  versus  seven)  but  200  more  wells.  The 
effect  would  be  much  greater  gas  production  but  with  a  relatively  modest  increase  in  environmental 
impacts.  Additionally,  the  Proposed  Plan  incorporates  a  number  of  special  management  designations 
and  protective  restrictions  previously  limited  to  the  environmentally  most  protective  alternative. 

David  Llewellyn 

6432  Willow  Road 

West  Bloomfield,  MI  48324 


Topic:  General  Comment 


The  BLM  has  found  that  much  of  the  Roan  Plateau  meets  the  qualifications  for  wilderness  designation. 
Comment  Among  the  alternatives  presented  in  BLM's  draft  plan,  the  "No  Action"  one  is  best.  Please  defer 

text:  leasing  until  energy  development  is  possible  without  surface  disturbance,  allow  motorized  vehicle  use 
only  on  marked  and  designated  routes,  and  make  energy  development  responsible  and  respectful. 

BLM  believes  that  the  Proposed  Plan  represents  a  high  degree  of  environmental  protection  while 
accommodating  a  reasonable  amount  of  natural  gas  production.  Specifically,  the  Proposed  Plan  would 
require  phased  and  clustered  development  on  top  of  the  plateau,  with  a  focus  on  developing  along 
ridgetops  and  out  of  the  environmentally  more  sensitive  stream  valleys.  Through  a  reliance  on 
directional  drilling,  up  to  seventeen  wells  would  be  collocated  on  a  single  pad,  with  a  minimum 
Response:  distance  of  0.5  mile  between  pads.  Compared  to  the  No  Action  alternative — which  would  allow  some 
drilling  on  top  in  areas  not  included  within  the  transferred  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserves — the  Proposed 
Plan  is  assumed  to  result  in  only  six  more  well  pads  (thirteen  versus  seven)  but  200  more  wells.  The 
effect  would  be  much  greater  gas  production  but  with  a  relatively  modest  increase  in  environmental 
impacts.  Additionally,  the  Proposed  Plan  incorporates  a  number  of  special  management  designations 
and  protective  restrictions  previously  limited  to  the  environmentally  most  protective  alternative. 


Robert  Millette 
0116  Deer  Park  Ct 
Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81601 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 


Comment 


text: 


#  Supports  the  Community  Alternative. 


Response:  The  "Community  Alternative"  was  not  an  alternative  developed  and  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS. 
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However,  many  of  the  basic  components  of  the  "Community  Alternative"  were  incorporated  in  various 
combinations  in  the  five  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  Many  of  these  components  are 
also  reflected  in  the  Proposed  Plan  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS). 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 


Comment 

text: 


1)  Draft  RMPA/EIS  fails  to  adequately  consider  new,  emerging,  low-impact  drilling  technologies. 


1)  The  Proposed  Plan  relies  heavily  on  new,  emerging,  low-impact  drilling  technologies  to  minimizing 

„  the  amount  of  surface  disturbance.  This  includes  use  of  directional  drilling  to  allow  clustering  of  up  to 

Response: 

^  '  seventeen  wells  per  pad,  with  a  minimum  of  0.5  mile  between  pads,  and  a  requirement  for  phased 

development  that  limits  disturbance  to  only  on  portion  of  the  upper  plateau  at  a  time. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  2)  Draft  RMPA/EIS  fails  to  adequate  address  monitoring  and  enforcement  of  environmental 

text:  restrictions  at  drill  sites,  and  adequate  monitoring  and  protection  from  silting  and  storm  water  run-off. 


Response: 


2)  The  Proposed  Plan  implements  innovative  reclamation  and  performance  based  monitoring 
standards. 


Topic:  Water  Resources 


Comment 

text: 


3)  The  Draft  RMPA/EIS  inadequately  addresses  cumulative  impacts  to  the  watersheds  and  habitat. 


3)  The  Proposed  Plan  designates  the  Parachute  Creek  Watershed  Management  Area  (WMA),  to  be 
protected  with  an  SSR/CSU  stipulation  and  implements  additional  resource  protections  for  other  water- 
Response:  related  values.  BLM  does  not  agree  that  the  cumulative  impacts  to  watersheds  and  habitats  are 
inadequately  addressed. 


General  Comment 

4)  Some  alternatives  do  not  adequately  protect  specific  resources:  a)  provide  a  large  enough  stream 
buffer  zone  (Alternative  II),  b)  reduce  too  much  of  the  plateau  to  Front  Country  designation 
(Alternative  III),  c)  inadequately  protect  sensitive  plant  species  and  ACECs  (Alternative  III). 

4)  The  Proposed  Plan  designates  four  ACECs  where  special  management  is  applied  to  protect  and 
prevent  irreparable  damage  to  relevant  and  important  scenic,  fisheries,  wildlife,  and 
botanical/ecological  values.  The  plan  will  protect  rivers  and  corridors  totaling  7,883  acres  within  the 
Resource  Area  that  are  found  to  be  eligible  under  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act,  by  not  allowing  any 
surface  disturbing  activities  that  might  impair  values,  until  a  suitability  analysis  has  been  completed. 
Stream  protections  also  result  from  NGD/NSO  and  SSR/CSU  restrictions  related  to  riparian/wetland 
vegetation  and  high-value  habitat  for  the  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout  (including  both  “high-risk”  and 
“moderate-risk”  watershed  functions  as  used  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS).  Additionally,  the  entire  top  of 
the  plateau  would  be  designated  the  Parachute  Creek  Watershed  Management  Area,  with  special 
management  of  water-related  qualities  and  SSR/CSU  restrictions  throughout.  Known  occurrences  of 
rare  plants  would  continue  to  be  protected  by  NGD/NSO  or  SSR/CSU  restrictions.  BLM  acknowledges 
that  recreational  opportunities  and  outcomes  will  be  altered  due  to  oil  and  gas  development  atop  the 
plateau  but  believes  that  most  of  the  existing  types  and  levels  of  use  will  continue  in  areas  not  subject  to 
oil  and  gas  development. 

J.  Paul  Mutney 
29315  Roan  Dr. 

Evergreen,  CO  80439 

Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  Supports  multiple  use  on  the  Roan  Plateau.  Conservation,  recreation,  and  development  can  be  done 


Topic: 

Comment 

text: 


Response: 
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text:  simultaneously  and  cooperatively. 

Thank  you  for  your  interest  in  the  BLM  land  use  planning  process.  Protection  of  natural  resources  and 
Response:  recreation  in  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area  has  been  carefully  considered  within  the  multiple  use 
context  of  the  Proposed  Plan  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS). 

Sam  and  Terri  Potter 
Big  Mountain  Outfitters 
P.O.  Box  148 
Rifle,  CO  81650 


Topic:  Other  Minerals 


Comment 

text: 


1)  No  alternatives  address  "inevitable"  development  of  the  oil  shale  resource  in  this  area. 


1 )  BLM  continues  to  believe  that  oil  shale  development  during  the  20-year  planning  period  of  this 
RMPA/EIS  is  very  unlikely.  This  is  reinforced  by  the  recent  filing  of  applications  for  research 
Response:  programs,  none  of  which  was  within  the  Planning  Area.  If,  or  when,  oil  shale  development  occurs,  a 
separate  NEPA  analysis  and  document  would  be  required  based  on  a  specific  proposal  (location, 
technology,  etc.). 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  2)  Under  Alternative  III,  who  would  make  the  80%  call  to  allow  drilling  on  top  of  the  plateau?  Suggest 
text:  an  independent  agency. 

2)  The  80%  determination  would  not  be  a  “call”  but  rather  a  straightforward  mathematical  calculation. 
Response:  as  described  in  Section  2.3.3.  BLM  would  be  responsible  for  tracking  how  many  wells  have  been 
drilled  in  relation  to  the  total  number  projected  under  Alternative  III. 


Topic:  Recreation 

Comment  3)  No  attempt  has  been  made  to  coordinate  any  management  plan  for  the  potential  Hubbard  Mesa 
text:  SRMA  to  prevent  continued  surface  degradation  of  adjoining  private  lands. 

3)  Under  the  Proposed  Plan,  Hubbard  Mesa  would  be  managed  as  an  open  OHV  riding  area,  employing 
Response:  an  SSR/CSU  restriction.  Route  closures,  realignment,  and  signage  would  be  used  as  needed  to  protect 
adjacent  private  property  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS). 

Tony  Pressler 

Rudy  Steele  Guides  and  Outfitters 
11347  Highway  6  &  24 
Parachute,  CO  81635 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 


Comment 

text: 


1)  Against  oil  and  gas  development  on  the  Roan  Plateau. 


Response: 


The  natural  resource  values  of  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area  have  been  given  special  consideration 
within  the  context  of  multiple  use  as  mandated  by  FLPMA  and  BLM  policy.  Protective  measures  and 
management  actions  related  to  these  resource  values  are  described  in  Section  2.3  and  reiterated 
throughout  the  impact  analysis  in  Chapter  4  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 


Topic:  Terrestrial  and  Aquatic  Wildlife 

Comment  ^  Concerned  that  indirect  impacts  to  deer  not  included  in  analysis.  Has  observed  that  resident  deer 
text-  exPosec* t0  drilling  activities  adapt  and  lose  fear  of  people  and  natural  instincts.  These  animals  become 
’  easy  to  kill  by  hunters,  poachers,  and  predators. 
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Response: 


2)  Regarding  indirect  impacts,  Section  4.3.2  of  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  devotes  considerable  text  to 
discussing  indirect  impacts  on  deer  and  other  wildlife  through  impacts  to  habitat  quality  under  the 
various  alternatives.  These  include  both  positive  and  negative  effects  of  travel  management,  grazing 
management,  weed  control,  reclamation,  and  mitigation  measures  related  to  habitat  quality.  Regarding 
habituation,  BLM  tends  to  agree  that  deer  and  other  wildlife  may  show  increased  tolerance  to  human 
activity  through  time,  although  whether  the  result  of  that  impact  is  detrimental  to  deer  (for  the  reasons 
cited  in  the  comment)  or  beneficial  (by  reducing  the  amount  of  effective  habitat  loss  associated  with 
reduced  use  near  human  activity)  may  vary.  However,  the  CDOW  has  stated  that  habituation  to  oil  and 
gas  activities  either  does  not  occur  or  is  not  significant.  Therefore,  neither  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  nor  the 
Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  ascribe  any  effect  on  impact  levels  due  to  habituation  (Section  4.3.2). 


Eric  Rechel 

2890  Seely  Road 

Grand  Junction,  CO  81503 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 


Comment  ^  ^  suPPort  the  citizens  or  middle  ground  solution.  Please  prohibit  leasing  on  top  of  the  plateau  and  on 
the  cliffs,  allow  motorized  vehicle  use  only  on  roads  or  open  trails,  and  maximize  protection  of  natural 
CX  '  resources. 


Response: 


The  natural  resource  values  of  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area  have  been  given  special  consideration 
within  the  context  of  multiple  use  as  mandated  by  FLPMA  and  BLM  policy.  Protective  measures  and 
management  actions  related  to  these  resource  values  are  described  in  Section  2.3  and  reiterated 
throughout  the  impact  analysis  in  Chapter  4  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS.  The  concept  of  phased  and 
clustered  development  atop  the  plateau  will  protect  important  ecological,  hydrological,  and  recreational 
resource  values  while  recovering  a  reasonable  amount  of  the  oil  and  gas  resource.  Motorized  travel 
would  be  limited  to  designated  routes,  except  for  the  Hubbard  Mesa  OHV  riding  area  and  over-snow 
travel  by  snowmobile. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

2)  Also,  I  want  you  to  extend  the  comment  period  by  another  6  months. 

Response:  2)  The  public  comment  period  was  extended  from  90  days  to  120  days. 

Greg  Russi 

271  Buckthorn  Road 

New  Castle,  CO  81647 

Oil  and  Gas 

Cites  Federal  Oil  and  Gas  Royalty  Act  that  states  that  gas  wells  must  be  inspected  a  minimum  of  once 
annually  if  they  are  located  in,  or  adjacent  to,  environmentally  sensitive  areas.  Opposes  drilling  on  top 
of  Plateau  until  BLM  is  able  to  guarantee  the  inspection  schedule  the  law  requires. 

Thank  you  for  your  interest  in  the  BLM  land  use  process  for  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area.  We 
appreciate  your  concern  that  natural  gas  wells  be  inspected  a  minimum  of  once  annually  if  they  are 
located  in,  or  adjacent  to,  environmentally  sensitive  areas.  The  Glenwood  Springs  Field  Office  is 
committed  to  complying  with  this  stipulation  in  the  Federal  Oil  and  Gas  Royalty  Management  Act  for 
natural  gas  well  drilling  within  the  Planning  Area. 

Mable  Sanders 
7  West  Ridge  Ct. 

Parachute,  CO  81635 


Topic: 

Comment 

text: 


Response: 
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Topic:  Areas  Managed  to  Protect  Wilderness  Character  or  Specific  Wilderness  Values 


Comment 

text: 


1)  The  plan  to  designate  the  top  of  the  Roan  Plateau  as  a  Wilderness  Area  needs  to  be  carried  out  soon. 


1 )  Under  the  Proposed  Plan,  no  areas  will  be  managed  specifically  to  maintain  roadlessness  and 
naturalness.  However,  protections  for  various  resources — and  especially  the  concept  of  phased  and 
Response:  clustered  development  atop  the  plateau — would  have  the  effect  of  maintaining  wilderness  character  in 
substantial  portions  of  the  Planning  Area  (see  Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final 
EIS). 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  2)  The  numbers  of  wells  approved,  number  of  wells  drilled,  acreages,  etc.  is  outdated  and  needs  to  be 
text:  updated  and/or  rewritten  to  tell  the  true  story  of  the  Roan  Plateau. 

2)  The  Draft  RMPA/EIS  used  information  available  at  the  time  the  process  was  initiated,  but  some  of 
the  information  (e.g.,  number  of  wells  drilled)  is  a  “moving  target”  due  to  ongoing  development. 
Response:  Consequently,  some  of  the  information  in  the  Draft  was,  in  fact,  “outdated”  by  the  time  the  impact 

analysis  was  finalized  and  the  Draft  published.  The  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  uses  updated  information 
(Table  ES-2  and  Section  3.5.5). 


Kirk  Scales 

48  East  Valley  Road 

#104 

Carbondale,  CO  81623 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 


Comment 

text: 


Please  consider  delaying  leasing  for  the  top  of  the  Roan  Plateau  to  allow  for  better  surface  and  wildlife 
protection. 


Response: 


The  natural  resource  values  of  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area  have  been  given  special  consideration 
within  the  context  of  multiple  use  as  mandated  by  FLPMA  and  BLM  policy.  Protective  measures  and 
management  actions  related  to  these  resource  values  are  described  in  Section  2.3  and  reiterated 
throughout  the  impact  analysis  in  Chapter  4  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS.  Although  the  concept  of 
deferred  leasing  under  the  Preferred  Alternative  of  the  Draft  did  not  receive  wide-scale  public  support, 
BLM  believes  that  the  concept  of  phased  and  clustered  development  under  the  Proposed  Plan  does  a 
more  thorough  job  of  protective  sensitive  resource  values  while  accommodating  leasing  and  drilling 
atop  the  plateau. 


Topic:  Water  Resources 


Comment 

text: 


2)  Maximum  protection  should  be  provided  for  the  watershed. 


2)  The  Parachute  Creek  Watershed  Management  Area  would  be  designated  by  the  Proposed  Plan  and 
protected  by  an  SSR/CSU  stipulation.  BMPs  and  mitigation  measures  would  also  be  implemented  to 
Response:  protect  watershed  values  associated  with  fisheries,  botanical  resources,  and  municipal  water  quality 

could  be  applied  to  29,073  acres.  Management  Goals,  Objectives,  and  Actions  for  the  Parachute  Creek 
Watershed  Management  Area  are  detailed  in  Table  2-3. 


Victoria  Schmitt 
3396  W.  31st  Ave. 
Denver,  CO  80211 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 


Comment 

text: 


1)  Adopt  the  Community  Alternative. 
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The  "Community  Alternative"  was  not  an  alternative  developed  and  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS. 
„  However,  many  of  the  basic  components  of  the  "Community  Alternative"  were  incorporated  in  various 

r  '  combinations  in  the  five  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  Many  of  these  components  are 
also  reflected  in  the  Proposed  Plan  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS). 


Topic:  General  Comment 

2)  Alternatives  III,  IV,  and  V  will  permanently  change  the  land  forever.  Strengthen  stipulations  to 
Comment  sa^e§uar<^  R°an  Plateau's  ecological  values  and  to  protect  the  area's  impressive  and  popular  backcountry 
text*  anC*  Pr™*^ve  recreation  opportunities.  Include  Watershed  Management  Areas  in  the  plan.  Concentrate 
*  oil  and  gas  development  in  the  existing  production  area  at  the  base.  Consider  how  BLM  could  better 
involve  local  communities. 

2)  BLM  believes  that  the  Proposed  Plan  represents  a  high  degree  of  environmental  protection  while 
recovering  a  reasonable  amount  of  the  oil  and  gas  resource.  Specifically,  the  Proposed  Plan  would 
require  phased  and  clustered  development  on  top  of  the  plateau,  with  a  focus  on  developing  along 
ridgetops  and  out  of  the  environmentally  more  sensitive  stream  valleys.  Through  a  reliance  on 
directional  drilling,  up  to  seventeen  wells  would  be  collocated  on  a  single  pad,  with  a  minimum 
Response:  distance  of  0.5  mile  between  pads.  Compared  to  the  No  Action  alternative — which  would  allow  some 
drilling  on  top  in  areas  not  included  within  the  transferred  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserves— the  Proposed 
Plan  is  assumed  to  result  in  only  six  more  well  pads  (thirteen  versus  seven)  but  200  more  wells.  The 
effect  would  be  much  greater  gas  production  but  with  a  relatively  modest  increase  in  environmental 
impacts.  Additionally,  the  Proposed  Plan  incorporates  a  number  of  special  management  designations 
and  protective  restrictions  previously  limited  to  the  environmentally  most  protective  alternative. 

Gregory  L.  Scott 
29904  Lee  Road 
Evergreen,  CO  80439 

Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  Supports  'Community  Alternative'.  Have  potential  effects  of  proposals  before  Congress  been  included 
text:  in  alternative  development? 

Thank  you  for  your  interest  in  the  BLM  land  use  planning  process.  The  “Community  Alternative”  is 
not  a  BLM  alternative  developed  and  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  However,  many  of  the  basic 
components  of  the  "Community  Alternative"  were  incorporated  in  various  combinations  in  the  five 
Response:  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  Many  of  these  components  are  also  reflected  in  the 
Proposed  Plan  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS).  Proposals  that  may  be 
introduced  into  Congress  are  not  considered  Congressional  actions  that  are  analyzed  during  the  NEPA 
process  of  disclosing  potential  impacts  of  proposed  alternatives. 

Thomas  J.  Scrimgeour 
810  Alpine  Drive 
Boulder,  CO  80304 

Topic:  General  Comment 

1 )  We  need  to  be  shifting  to  a  different  source  for  energy  and  placing  more  emphasis  on  conservation. 
Comment  As  long  as  we  do  produce  oil  and  gas,  however,  we  should  do  so  in  a  way  that  preserves  ecological, 
text:  recreational,  and  wilderness  qualities  such  as  in  the  Roan  Plateau  —  such  as  with  permanent  (non- 
changeable)  NGD/NSO  stipulations  and  no  drilling  on  top. 

1)  Thank  you  for  your  interest  and  participation  in  the  BLM  land  use  planning  process  for  the  Roan 
Plateau  Planning  Area.  The  natural  resource  and  recreation  opportunity  values  of  the  Planning  Area 
Response:  have  been  given  special  consideration  within  the  context  of  multiple  use  as  mandated  by  FLPMA  and 
BLM  policy.  Protective  measures  and  management  actions  related  to  these  resource  values  are 
described  in  Section  2.3  and  reiterated  throughout  the  impact  analysis  in  Chapter  4  of  the  Proposed 
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Plan/Final  EIS.  The  Proposed  Plan  clearly  defines  situations  in  which  protective  stipulations  (e.g., 
NGD/NSO)  would  not  apply.  These  situations  would  require  clear  demonstration  that  the  resource 
value  being  protected  would  continue  to  receive  adequate  protections. 


General  Comment 

2)  Protect  sensitive  wildlife  habitats,  wilderness,  backcountry  recreation  areas,  and  natural  areas. 

2)  BLM  believes  that  the  Proposed  Plan  represents  a  high  degree  of  environmental  and  recreation 
opportunity  protection  while  recovering  a  reasonable  amount  of  the  oil  and  gas  resource.  Specifically, 
the  Proposed  Plan  would  require  phased  and  clustered  development  on  top  of  the  plateau,  with  a  focus 
on  development  along  ridgetops  and  out  of  the  environmentally  more  sensitive  stream  valleys. 

Through  a  reliance  on  directional  drilling,  up  to  seventeen  wells  would  be  collocated  on  a  single  pad, 
with  a  minimum  distance  of  0.5  mile  between  pads.  The  Proposed  Plan  emphasizes  natural  resource 
values  through  application  of  protective  surface  use  restrictions  and  stipulations,  directed  management 
actions,  and  administrative  designations.  It  incorporates  12  NGD/NSO  restrictions,  14  SSR/CSU 
restrictions,  and  5  TLs  for  the  protection  of  a  variety  of  resources  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  in  the 
Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS). 

Betsy  Shade,  MD 
1762  Belle  Court 
Millers ville,  MD  21108 

Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  1)  Oppose  preferred  alternative.  Prefer  "middle-ground"  (community  alternative)  approach  that 

text:  protects  irreplaceable  wild  lands  atop  the  plateau  while  allowing  drilling  below  the  foot  of  the  cliffs. 

1 )  The  "Community  Alternative"  was  not  an  alternative  developed  and  analyzed  in  the  Draft 
RMPA/EIS.  Elowever,  many  of  the  basic  components  of  the  "Community  Alternative"  were 
Response:  incorporated  in  various  combinations  in  the  five  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  Many 
of  these  components  are  also  reflected  in  the  Proposed  Plan  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed 
Plan/Final  EIS). 


Topic: 

Comment 

text: 


Response: 


Topic:  General  Comment 

2)  BLM  should  select  an  alternative  with  strict  permanent  stipulations  that  cannot  be  waived.  These 
Comment  should  be  designed  to  protect  wilderness  values,  sensitive  wildlife  habitats,  and  highly  scenic  lands, 
text:  BMPs  should  be  required  for  all  operations  and  vehicle  traffic  confined  to  durable  routes  designated  by 
BLM. 


2)  The  Proposed  Plan  emphasizes  natural  resource  values  through  application  of  protective  surface  use 
restrictions  and  stipulations,  directed  management  actions,  and  administrative  designations.  It 
incorporates  12  NGD/NSO  restrictions,  14  SSR/CSU  restrictions,  and  5  Timing  Limitations  for  the 
protection  of  a  variety  of  resources  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS).  The 
R  #  Proposed  Plan  clearly  describes  circumstances  when  the  protective  stipulations  might  not  apply.  These 

^  '  situations  would  require  clear  demonstration  that  the  resource  value  being  protected  would  continue  to 

receive  adequate  protections.  A  number  of  BMPs  will  be  applied  to  all  long-term  ground-disturbing 
activities,  as  appropriate  to  each  site  and  activity  (Appendix  I).  Vehicle  traffic  would  be  limited  to 
designated  routes  throughout  the  Planning  Area,  excluding  the  Hubbard  Mesa  OHV  riding  area  and 
over-snow  travel  by  snowmobile. 


Vicki  Stamper 
P.O.  Box  1805 
Laramie,  WY  82073 


Topic:  Climate  and  Air  Quality 
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Comment  1)  The  conclusion  in  the  Draft  that  air  quality  impacts  would  be  minor  or  negligible  is  not  supported 
text:  with  adequate  data,  and  the  modeled  impacts  were  not  adequately  disclosed,  thus  violating  NEPA. 

1)  BLM  does  not  agree  with  the  comment  that  conclusions  about  air  quality  impacts  were  supported 
Response:  with  adequate  data  and  that  impacts  were  not  adequately  disclosed.  The  air  quality  impact 
methodology  and  results  are  described  in  considerable  detail  in  Section  4.2.5. 


Topic:  Climate  and  Air  Quality 

2)  The  near-field  analysis  is  flawed  and  cannot  be  relied  on  to  indicate  the  extent  of  air  quality  impacts 
in  that  it:  improperly  assumed  flat  terrain,  included  too  small  a  group  of  air  pollution  sources,  did  not 
Comment  justify  the  NOx  emission  rate  from  compressors,  used  different  compressor  stack  parameters  than  in  the 
text:  far- field  analysis  (Table  3-19  in  the  Air  Quality  Assessment  Report),  underestimated  particulates,  failed 
to  analyze  impacts  from  construction  vehicles  or  drilling  rigs,  and  appears  to  have  underestimated 
emissions  from  flaring. 


Response: 


2)  Flat  terrain  was  chosen  because  the  level  of  information  available  for  the  location  of  sources  was 
insufficient  to  do  otherwise.  Further,  modeled  results  in  complex  terrain  would  not  necessarily  result  in 
higher  concentrations.  This  would  depend  on  several  factors  including:  location  of  sources  relative  to 
the  terrain;  shape,  height,  and  location  of  terrain;  meteorology,  source  characteristics,  etc.  The  near- 
field  analysis  generally  followed  the  accepted  methodology  from  a  previous  analysis  for  the  Glenwood 
area  (NPS,  1998)  performed  for  BFM.  The  near-field  analysis  was  intended  to  look  at  impacts  in  the 
vicinity  of  a  representative  set  of  sources,  and  was  not  intended  to  be  a  cumulative  analysis.  The 
cumulative  impacts  analysis  was  performed  with  the  CAFPUFF  model  and  the  appropriate  BFM  and 
inventory  sources.  EPA’s  Significant  Impact  Fevels  (SIFs)  are  intended  for  use  in  PSD  permit  analyses 
(EPA,  1991)  and  hence  are  not  required  for  the  near-field  NEPA  analysis.  Also,  the  construction 
activities  included  in  the  near-field  analysis  are  temporary  in  nature  and  thus,  the  comparison  to  the 
SIFs  is  not  applicable.  NEPA  no  longer  requires  a  “worst-case”  analysis.  Thus,  this  type  of  analysis 
was  not  done.  (See  Federal  Register:  April  25,  1986  (Volume  50,  Number  80),  Rules  and  Regulations, 
Pages  15618-15626).  Table  3-19  is  indeed  incorrect  and  will  be  fixed  in  the  FEIS.  However,  the 
modeling  was  done  with  the  correct  source  parameters  and  does  not  need  to  be  redone.  See  previous 
response  about  "worst-case"  analysis.  Also,  the  revised  near-field  now  includes  all  particulate 
emissions  associated  with  the  25  wells.  As  for  the  amount  of  vehicle  miles  traveled  for  the  modeling, 
this  information  is  available  on  a  2-CD  set  containing  the  TSD  and  associated  tables,  attachments  and 
appendices,  and  modeling  files  by  request  from  the  BFM  NSTC.  Construction  and  construction  vehicle 
traffic  were  also  included  in  the  analyses  Tailpipe  emissions  were  not  included  in  the  analysis.  To 
address  the  comment  concerning  comparisons  to  the  Rawlins  RMP  EIS,  no  modeling  was  done  for  the 
Rawlins  RMP  EIS,  so  the  accuracy  of  the  stated  figure  for  PM- 10  emissions  cannot  be  verified.  The 
quoted  emission  rate  from  the  Vernal  analysis  is  in  grams  per  second  per  square  meter  (g/s-m2). 
Converting  back  to  grams  per  second  yields  a  figure  of  0.004  g/s.  Further,  the  Rawlins  analysis  has 
thousands  more  wells  than  the  Roan  Plateau  analysis.  A  separate  analysis  of  the  impacts  from  the  road 
only  was  done  at  the  request  of  EPA  Region  8.  To  address  the  comment  regarding  the  placement  of 
receptors,  and  to  update  the  near-field  analysis  to  reflect  site-specificity,  the  near-field  analysis  was 
updated.  The  changes  made  in  the  analysis  are  outlined  at  the  end  of  this  document.  Please  note  that 
the  essentials  of  the  analysis  (5x5  well  matrix,  etc.)  have  not  changed.  Vehicle  tailpipe  emissions 
were  not  included  in  either  the  near-  or  far-field  analyses.  The  drill  rig  engines  were  excluded  based  on 
preliminary  emissions  calculations  performed  by  NSTC  Air  Quality  staff.  The  near-field  analysis  is  not 
and  was  not  intended  to  be  “cumulative  analysis”.  The  flare  modeling  was  conducted  as  a  separate 
exercise  using  the  SCREEN3  model,  as  recommended  during  stakeholder  meetings.  The  SCREEN3 
model  is  a  simple,  single-source  Gaussian  plume  model  with  a  pre-determined  matrix  of  meteorological 
conditions.  The  model  is  also  linear  with  respect  to  emission  rate.  Therefore,  a  doubling  of  the 
modeled  emission  rate  gives  a  doubling  of  the  resulting  concentrations.  Examining  the  flare  modeling 
results  and  the  maximum  concentrations  listed  in  Table  5-73,  an  increase  in  emissions  by  a  factor  of 
eight,  assuming  such  an  exercise  is  valid,  still  yields  extremely  small  concentrations.  Therefore,  further 
modeling  is  not  required.  Emission  factors  were  taken  from  EPA’s  AP-42,  volume  1,  chapter  13.5,  and 
did  not  include  VOCs. 
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Topic:  Climate  and  Air  Quality 

Comment  3)  The  estimate  of  the  number  of  compressor  engines  used  in  the  CALPUFF  modeling  seems  to  be  in 
text:  error. 


Response: 


3)  The  number  of  compressor  engines  used  in  the  CALPUFF  modeling  was  calculated  from  the 
following:  10,000  cubic  feet  per  day  (MCF/day)  and  basin  wide  production  225  MMCF/day.  The 
calculation  for  the  GSMA  Alternative  IV  (equivalent  to  Alternative  II)  scenario  is  as  follows:  (1100 
HP/10,000MCF  per  day)*557,071  =  61,278  HP  or  61  compressors. 


Topic:  Climate  and  Air  Quality 

Comment  4)  The  Draft  does  not  provide  adequate  support  for  the  assumed  NOx  emission  rate  for  compressor 
text:  engines  in  the  Vernal  Field  Office  area. 

4)  BLM  used  the  0.7  g/hp-hr  NOx  emission  rate  at  the  request  of  the  Utah  DEQ.  BLM  believes  that 
Response:  using  “uncontrolled  NOx  emissions  from  compressors  in  the  Vernal  Field  Office  area”  would  not  be 
appropriate  and  not  in  accordance  with  NEPA. 


Topic:  Climate  and  Air  Quality 

Comment  5)  The  CALPUFF  analysis  failed  to  model  at  least  3  years  of  meteorological  data  as  required  by  EPA 
text:  regulations. 

5)  The  EPA  Guideline  on  Air  Quality  Models  (GAQM)  is  just  that;  a  guideline;  it  is  not  regulation. 
Response:  Further,  the  GAQM  is  primarily  intended  for  application  in  a  regulatory  (permitting)  setting  and  is  not 
necessarily  applicable  to  NEPA. 


Topic:  Climate  and  Air  Quality 


Comment 

text: 


6)  The  use  of  monitoring  data  to  reflect  existing  source  impacts  is  flawed  and  unjustifiable. 


6)  The  background  air  quality  data,  for  this  or  most  modeling  analysis,  are  not  intended  to,  nor  should 
_  be  “maximum  pollutant  concentrations”,  but  are  intended  to  be  representative  of  the  area  under 

^  '  analysis.  This  approach  has  been  used  in  numerous  previous  BLM  air  quality  analyses  and  was  agreed 

upon  by  the  stakeholders  group  during  the  protocol  development  process. 


Topic:  Climate  and  Air  Quality 

Comment  7)  The  Draft  failed  to  include  a  proper  cumulative  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration  (PSD) 
text:  increment  analysis. 


Response: 


7)  The  analysis  of  increment  consumption  is  the  sole  responsibility  of  State  air  agencies  that  have  been 
delegated  authority  by  EPA  under  the  Clean  Air  Act.  Also,  the  phrase  “monitoring  baseline  date”  has 
been  replaced  with  “monitoring  base  year”  or  “monitoring  base  year  date”  to  avoid  confusion  with  the 
term  “baseline”  as  used  in  conjunction  with  PSD. 


Topic:  Climate  and  Air  Quality 


8)  The  inventory  of  source  emissions  is  not  adequate.  Specifically:  the  sources  were  modeled  at 
Comment  avera§e  annua*  emission  rate  regardless  of  the  averaging  time  of  the  particular  standard  in  question;  the 
text-  inventory  not  delude  sources  greater  than  50  km  from  the  Class  I  areas;  no  inventory  was  compiled 
’  for  sources  permitted  by  EPA  on  the  Uintah  and  Ouray  Indian  Reservations;  no  sources  from  Wyoming 
were  included;  and  the  adjustments  for  the  CALPUFF  modeling  are  not  justifiable. 


Response: 


8)  The  extension  of  the  modeling  domain  50  km  beyond  the  modeled  sources  was  agreed  to  by  the 
stakeholders  as  part  of  the  modeling  protocol.  This  “buffer”  beyond  the  modeled  sources  is  generally 
standard  modeling  practice.  It  is  done  to  avoid  puffs  generated  by  the  model  for  sources  close  to  the 
boundary  leaving  the  domain  quickly  and  not  returning  to  the  domain  and  therefore  not  having  any 
modeled  impact.  It  is  the  understanding  of  BLM  NSTC-AQ  staff  that  at  the  time  of  modeling  analysis, 
no  sources  on  Uintah/Ouray  Indian  land  qualified  to  be  explicitly  included  in  the  modeling.  The 
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existing  sources  would  be  represented  by  the  background  air  quality  data.  In  response  to  why  sources 
from  Wyoming  were  not  included,  see  the  response  to  section  above  as  to  why  the  inventory  did  not 
include  sources  greater  than  50  km  from  the  Class  I  areas.  The  commenter  misunderstands  how  the 
adjustments  to  inventory  sources  were  done.  The  analysis  of  source-receptor  relationships  was  done 
only  to  select  a  limited  number  of  inventory  sources  for  further  review.  This  was  based  on  particulate 
matter  results  of  previous  modeling  of  inventory  sources  and  the  5  Class  I  areas  that  had  the  highest 
particulate  matter  impacts. 


Topic:  Climate  and  Air  Quality 


Comment 

text: 


9)  No  particulate  emissions  from  increased  traffic  on  existing  roads  were  quantified  or  modeled. 


Response: 


9)  The  fugitive  dust  calculations  included  both  resource  and  access  roads.  Inclusion  of  secondary  non¬ 
project  sources  of  fugitive  dust  was  discussed  during  the  stakeholder/protocol  development  meetings. 

It  was  the  general  opinion  of  the  group  that,  due  to  the  uncertainty/difficulty  in  quantifying  these 
emissions,  that  they  would  not  be  included  in  the  modeling. 


Topic:  Climate  and  Air  Quality 


Comment 

text: 


10)  The  CALPUFF  modeling  did  not  evaluate  the  Preferred  Alternative  (Alternative  III). 


10)  The  number  of  wells  in  Alternative  III  is  identical  to  Alternative  IV  and  differs  only  in  that 
development  on  top  of  the  Plateau  would  be  deferred  until  80%  of  the  area  on  BLM  lands  below  the 
cliffs  is  drilled.  BLM  believes  that  this  minor  difference  between  the  two  Alternatives  does  not  warrant 
Response:  separate  modeling.  This  assumption  is  borne  out  in  the  results.  Potential  visibility  impacts  to  Class  I 
areas  differ  very  little  between  Alternatives,  and  the  differences  are  similarly  small  for  the  comparison 
of  results  to  the  NAAQS  standards  and  PSD  Increments.  Therefore,  the  results  for  Alternative  III  are 
assumed  to  be  equal  to  Alternative  IV. 


Topic:  Climate  and  Air  Quality 


Comment 

text: 


11)  The  CALPUFF  modeling  did  not  evaluate  all  Class  I  areas  that  could  be  affected. 


1 1)  The  modeling  domain  and  the  Class  I  areas  included  in  the  analysis  were  considered  and  approved 
Response:  by  the  stakeholder's  group,  which  included  the  FLMs  (USFS,  NPS)  that  have  management 
responsibility  for  the  Class  I  areas  under  consideration. 


Topic:  Climate  and  Air  Quality 

Comment  12)  The  Draft  did  not  provide  a  cumulative  assessment  of  impacts  to  visibility  or  other  air  quality 
text:  related  values  in  affected  Class  I  areas. 

12)  The  BLM  believes  that  the  cumulative  analysis  presented  in  RMP  DEIS  is  adequate  to  meet  NEPA 
Response:  requirements.  The  AQRV  (visibility,  acid  deposition,  ANC)  analysis  does  use  appropriate  background 
values  for  each  of  the  analyses.  See  the  details  of  each  analysis  in  the  TSD. 


Climate  and  Air  Quality 

13)  The  visibility  analysis  relied  on  an  incorrect  standard  for  defining  significant  degradation. 

1 3)  BLM,  as  one  of  the  FLMs,  uses  the  number  of  days  in  excess  of  a  1 .0  deciview  "Just  Noticeable 
Change"  potential  visibility  change  as  a  significance  threshold  for  its  NEPA  analyses.  This  is  based  on 
the  following  statement  by  Pitchford  and  Malm  in  their  1994  Atmospheric  Environment  article  titled 
"Development  and  Application  of  a  Standard  Visual  Index"  (Vol.  28,  No.  5,  pp  1049-1054):  "Ideally, 
a  JNC  [Just  Noticeable  Change]  change  in  a  scene  resulting  from  a  change  in  the  extinction  coefficient 
should  be  about  a  1  or  2  dv  [deciview]  change  in  the  deciview  scale  (i.e.  a  0.1  -  0.2  fractional  change  in 


Topic: 

Comment 

text: 

Response: 
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extinction  coefficient)  regardless  of  the  baseline  visibility  level."  By  using  the  1.0  dv  threshold,  BLM 
has  chosen  to  report  potential  significance  based  on  the  lowest  value  of  Pitchford  and  Malm's  range  of 
"Just  Noticeable  Change." 


Topic:  Climate  and  Air  Quality 


Comment 

text: 


14)  The  Class  I  analysis  does  not  comport  with  federal  land  managers'  guidance. 


Response: 


14)  The  National  Park  Service,  U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service,  and  USDA-Forest  Service  formed  the 
"Federal  Land  Managers'  AQRV  Work  Group"  (FLAG)  "to  achieve  greater  consistency  in  the 
procedures  Federal  Land  Managers  use  in  identifying  and  evaluating  AQRVs  (air  quality  related 
values)."  Although  BLM  also  administers  mandatory  federal  PSD  Class  I  areas,  BLM  was  not  invited 
to  be  one  of  the  FLAG  agencies.  FLAG'S  fundamental  principle  is  that  new  air  pollutant  emission 
sources  "(PSD  and  those  subject  to  new  source  review)  should  not,  by  themselves,  significantly  impede 
progress  toward  the  national  visibility  goal."  In  their  December  2000  final  FLAG  Phase  I  report,  FLAG 
identified  a  process  to  analyze  potential  AQRV  (including  visibility)  impacts  when  conducting  New 
Source  Review.  Their  referenced  legal  basis  for  the  visibility  impact  analysis  process  was  stated  as: 
"The  FLMs  have  visibility  protection  responsibility  under  40  CFR  §51.307  (New  source  review),  which 
spells  out  the  requirements  for  State  Implementation  Plan  (SIP)  visibility  protection  programs,  as  well 
as  40  CFR  §52.27  (Protection  of  visibility  from  sources  in  attainment  areas)  and  40  CFR  §52.28 
(Protection  of  visibility  from  sources  in  non-attainment  [sic]  areas).  These  three  provisions,  taken 
together  along  with  the  SIP-approved  rules,  establish  the  visibility  protection  program  for  new  and 
modified  sources  throughout  the  country."  Appendix  2. A  (Visibility  Parameters)  states  "FLAG 
proposes  that  the  relative  humidity  adjustment  to  the  “dry”  scattering  efficiencies  (unadjusted  for 
relative  humidity)  for  hygroscopic  particles  are  made  as  follow:  The  preferred  alternative  is  to  apply 
day-by-day  f(RH)  adjustment  factors  to  the  analysis.  For  this  alternative  hourly  relative  humidity  data 
are  needed.  Hourly  f(RH)  values  should  be  averaged  to  generate  a  24-hour  relevant  f(RH)  factor. 

FLAG  recommends,  however,  that  if  the  hourly  relative  humidity  exceeds  98%,  that  it  be  rolled  back  to 
98%,  so  that  there  will  be  no  f(RH)  factors  applied  that  are  greater  than  f(98)."  and  their  Table  2.A-1 
"f(RH)  values  for  various  values  of  relative  humidity"  (un-referenced)  assumes  dry  ammonium  nitrate 
and  ammonium  sulfate  light  scattering  efficiencies  are  to  be  multiplied  by  the  following  factors  at  the 
specified  relative  humidity's:  lx  (no  multiplier)  up  to  36  percent  RH;  2x  (doubled)  at  71  percent  RH;  3x 
(trebled)  at  82  percent  RH;  4x  (quadrupled)  at  88  percent  RH;  factor  of  4.3x  at  90  percent  RH;  factor  of 
5.3x  at  9 1  percent  RH;  factor  of  5.9x  at  92  percent  RH;  factor  of  7. Ox  at  93  percent  RH;  factor  of  8.4x 
at  94  percent  RH;  factor  of  9.8x  at  95  percent  RH;  factor  of  12.4x  at  96  percent  RH;  factor  of  15. lx  at 
97  percent  RH;  and  a  factor  of  18. lx  at  98  percent  RH.  FLAG  "clamps"  the  light  scattering  growth 
factor  at  18.  lx  for  relative  humidity  values  of  99  and  100  percent  without  any  explanation.  The  growth 
factors  were  derived  by  Tang’s  ammonium  sulfate  growth  curves  smoothed  between  the  crystallization 
and  deliquescence  points  [Tang  I.N.,  Wong  W.  T.  and  Munkelwitz  H.  R.  (1981).  The  relative 
importance  of  atmospheric  sulfates  and  nitrates  in  visibility  reduction.  Atmospheric  Environment  15, 
2463]  which  clearly  show  a  dramatic  exponential  assumed  light  scattering  efficiencies  above  90  percent 
RH.  In  fact,  a  99  percent  RH  corresponds  to  a  growth  factor  of  nearly  50x,  and  100  percent  RH  would 
be  over  4,000, OOOx  When  BLM  models  potential  visibility  impacts  from  a  Proposed  Plan  (and 
alternatives)  under  NEPA  using  daily  optically  measured  extinction,  we  will  not  use  data  observed  at 
ambient  conditions  above  90  percent  RH  because  the  IMPROVE  Standard  Operating  Procedures 
indicate  those  data  are  not  valid  (The  conclusion  of  invalidity  is  easily  drawn  from  their  discussion  and 
selection  of  data).  We  will  assume  either  modeled  or  observed  aerosols  can  increase  their  "dry"  light 
scattering  efficiencies  by  4.3x  at  ambient  conditions  at  or  above  90  percent  RH  as  a  reasonable 
assumption.  However,  it  is  unreasonable  to  assume  (throughout  the  semi-arid  continental  climate 
regimes  of  the  West)  that  the  visibility  impact  analysis  procedures  described  by  FLAG,  and  the  just 
noticeable  change  parameter  of  1.0  deciview  developed  by  Pitchford  and  Malm  (1993),  are  valid  under 
ambient  conditions  at  or  above  90  percent  RH  for  an  entire  24-hour  day.  Aerosol  data  collected  under 
ambient  conditions  at  or  above  90  percent  RH  for  24-hours  are  likely  to  be  minimized  due  to 
precipitation  "scrubbing,"  and  the  potential  impact  of  modeled  aerosols  would  be  overestimated  using 
light  scattering  efficiencies  greater  than  4.3x.  Although  BLM  accepts  these  compounding  biases  as 
"reasonable"  up  to  90  percent  RH,  we  will  not  further  exaggerate  these  biases  by  using  light  scattering 
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efficiencies  up  to  18. lx,  as  suggested  by  the  commenter. 


Topic:  Climate  and  Air  Quality 

Comment  15)  The  "refined"  analysis  of  cumulative  visibility  impacts  on  Class  I  areas  is  flawed  and  inconsistent 
text:  with  standards. 


Response: 


15)  Refined  visibility  analyses,  using  results  from  the  same  CALPUFF  modeling  used  in  the  screening 
analysis,  were  performed.  The  refined  visibility  calculations  where  done  as  follows:  1 .  The 
concentrations  of  coarse  PM,  soil  PM,  sulfate  ion,  and  nitrate  ion,  are  calculated  from  the  CALPUFF 
modeled  daily  f(RH)  and  extinctions  for  PM  coarse,  PM  fine,  sulfate  and  nitrate.  2.  The  concentrations 
are  then  used  to  calculate  delta  dv  using  the  standard  equation,  using  an  average  daily  background 
extinction  and  average  daily  f(RH).  The  values  for  extinction  are  taken  from  the  Canyonlands 
IMPROVE  site.  f(RH)  values  were  taken  from  CALPUFF  model  output.  As  stated  above  in  response 
to  previous  comments,  FLAG  Guidance  is  just  that,  guidance,  not  regulation.  BLM  uses  FLAG 
methodology  when  we  believe  it  is  appropriate  and  scientifically  defensible.  However,  BLM  NSTC 
staff  use  other  methods  when  we  believe  other  methods  will  yield  a  more  defensible  result. 


Topic:  Climate  and  Air  Quality 

Comment  16)  The  Draft  failed  to  disclose  that  significant  impacts  to  sulfur  and  nitrogen  deposition  could  occur 
text:  from  implementation  of  the  plan. 


16)  The  USDA-Forest  Service  (Fox,  et  al  1989)  has  identified  the  following  total  deposition  (wet  plus 
dry)  thresholds  below  which  no  adverse  impacts  are  likely:  five  kg/ha-yr  for  sulfur,  and  three  kg/ha-yr 
for  nitrogen."  (See  Fox  et  al,  1 989)  -  these  values  actually  vary  by  region  of  the  US).  The  FLAG 
"Deposition  Analysis  Thresholds"  (used  as  guidance  when  reviewing  PSD  Permit  Applications)  are 
based  on  a  "natural  background  deposition  value"  (0.50  kg/ha-yr  N  or  S  "East"  and  0.25  kg/ha-yr  N  or  S 
Response:  "West"),  adjusted  by  a  "Variability  Factor"  (0.50,  or  cutting  natural  background  in  half)  and  a 

"Cumulative  Factor"  (0.04,  assuming  the  cumulative  source  impact  would  be  25  times  greater  than  the 
modeled  deposition  impacts).  Whereas  Fox  identifies  potential  adverse  impacts,  FLAG  is  simply  a 
screening  process  to  eliminate  those  sources  that  are  certain  not  to  have  a  significant  impact,  so  that  no 
further  analysis  is  required  by  the  FS,  FWS  or  NPS.  Therefore,  BLM  did  not  use  the  FS  DATs  in  this 
analysis. 


Topic:  Climate  and  Air  Quality 


Comment 

text: 


17)  The  Draft  failed  to  include  an  analysis  of  VOC  emissions  or  its  impacts  on  ozone  concentrations. 


17)  VOC  (HAPs)  emissions  from  compressors  and  dehydrators  were  included  in  the  modeling.  The 
Response:  CALPUFF  model,  approved  by  the  stakeholder  group,  cannot  be  used  to  predict  potential  future  ozone 
concentrations. 


Topic:  Climate  and  Air  Quality 


Comment 

text: 


18)  The  projected  hazardous  air  pollutant  concentrations  were  probably  underestimated. 


1 8)  See  response  to  previous  comments  (including  #2)  on  the  near- field  modeling  analysis  and 
esponse.  ^ncjU(jjng  #3^  4^  ^  ancj  g)  on  the  far-field  (CALPUFF)  modeling  analysis. 


Topic:  Climate  and  Air  Quality 


Comment 

text: 


19)  The  Draft  failed  to  discuss  any  mitigation  measures  for  the  predicted  air  impacts. 


Response: 


19)  No  significant  air  quality  impacts  were  modeled,  so  there  is  no  need  to  discuss  mitigation.  A 
cumulative  analysis  was  conducted  as  part  of  larger  air  quality  study. 
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J.D.  Sturgill 
P.O.  Box  1500 
Carbondale,  CO  81623 

Topic:  Socioeconomics 

Comment  2)  The  Draft  RMPA/EIS  fails  to  consider  the  economic  impact  of  the  presented  alternatives  and  to  fully 
text:  consider  the  environmental  impacts  of  developmental  drilling  operations. 

Response:  2)  Potential  economic  impacts  of  the  Proposed  Plan  are  considered  in  Section  4.4.3  of  the  Final. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

^°miJ^It-  ^  Drilling  for  gas  is  not  practicable  at  this  time  due  to  available  technology  and  adverse  impacts. 

3)  As  a  result  of  the  Consultation  and  Coordination  process  with  agencies  such  as  the  Colorado 
Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Proposed  Plan  includes  systematic,  phased,  and  clustered  oil  and 
gas  development  within  a  non-contracting  Federal  Unit  atop  the  Roan  Plateau  (Section  2.3  and  Table 
2.1  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS).  This  approach  relies  heavily  on  advances  in  directional  drilling 
Response:  technology  that  allow  clustering  to  a  surface  density  of  one  per  1 60  acres,  with  a  minimum  separation 
of  0.5  mile.  BLM  believes  that  this  approach,  combined  with  the  extensive  areas  with  prohibitions  or 
restrictions  on  long-term  ground-disturbing  activities,  would  allow  for  protection  of  important 
ecological,  hydrological,  and  recreational  resource  values  while  accommodating  a  reasonable  level  of 
natural  gas  development. 


Topic:  General  Comment 


Comment 

text: 


4)  Failure  to  consider  the  locally  supported  Community  Alternative  is  a  serious  omission  in  the  DEIA. 


4)  The  "Community  Alternative"  was  not  an  alternative  developed  and  analyzed  in  the  Draft 
RMPA/EIS.  However,  many  of  the  basic  components  of  the  "Community  Alternative"  were 
Response:  incorporated  in  various  combinations  in  the  five  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  Many 
of  these  components  are  also  reflected  in  the  Proposed  Plan  (Section  2.3  and  table  2-1  of  the  Proposed 
Plan/Final  EIS). 


Gladys  Boyce  Tolbert 
9124  Rampart  Street 
Denver,  CO  80260-6715 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 


Defer  all  leasing  on  the  top  and  cliffs  until  energy  development  can  be  achieved  in  a  manner  not 
Comment  requiring  surface  disturbances  to  the  plateau  top  and  cliffs.  Protect  wildlife  habitat,  wilderness  areas, 
text:  and  the  natural  areas  in  the  planning  areas,  and  minimize  resource  damage.  Most  importantly,  all 
motorized  use  access  should  be  limited  to  developed  roads  and  trails. 


Response: 


Thank  you  for  your  interest  and  participation  in  the  BLM  land  use  planning  process  for  the  Roan 
Plateau  Planning  Area.  The  natural  resource  and  recreation  opportunity  values  of  the  Planning  Area 
have  been  given  special  consideration  within  the  context  of  multiple  use  as  mandated  by  FLPMA  and 
BLM  policy.  In  particular,  mechanized  travel  under  the  Proposed  Plan  would  be  limited  to  designated 
routes  throughout  the  Planning  Area,  excluding  the  Hubbard  Mesa  OHV  riding  area  and  over-snow 
travel  by  snowmobile.  Protective  measures  and  management  actions  related  to  these  resource  values 
are  described  in  Section  2.3  and  reiterated  throughout  the  impact  analysis  in  Chapter  4  of  the  Proposed 
Plan/Final  EIS. 


6-130 


Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  ■  August  2006 
Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area,  Colorado 


CHAPTER  6  -  CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 


R.  Glenn  Vawter 
8  Gamba  Drive 
Glenwood  Springs,  CO  80601 

Topic:  Other  Minerals 

Comment  1)  The  option  for  oil  shale  research  and  development  should  be  left  open.  The  Draft  does  not  include  a 
text:  single  reference  to  oil  shale. 

1)  Sections  3.5.6. 1  and  4.5.6. 1  of  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  specifically  discuss  the  oil  shale  resource  and  its 
possible  development,  respectively.  At  publication  of  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  oil  shale  did  not  seem 
Response:  likely  to  be  a  factor  during  the  20-year  life  of  the  plan.  Due  to  current  geopolitical  and  economic 

factors  that  affect  the  viability  of  oil  shale,  BLM  has  reevaluated  this  resource  to  the  extent  possible  in 
Sections  3.5.6. 1  and  4.5.6  under  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 

Amanda  P.  Voight 
6063  Robinson  Street 
Jupiter,  FL  33458 

Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  1)  Either  prohibit  drilling  on  top  of  the  plateau  altogether,  or  at  least  defer  it  until  technologies  have 
text:  advanced  to  the  point  that  impacts  would  be  greatly  reduced. 

1)  BLM  believes  that  the  Proposed  Plan  represents  a  high  degree  of  environmental  protection  while 
recovering  a  reasonable  amount  of  the  oil  and  gas  resource.  Specifically,  the  Proposed  Plan  would 
require  phased  and  clustered  development  on  top  of  the  plateau,  with  a  focus  on  developing  along 
ridgetops  and  out  of  the  environmentally  more  sensitive  stream  valleys.  Through  a  reliance  on 
directional  drilling,  up  to  seventeen  wells  would  be  collocated  on  a  single  pad,  with  a  minimum 
Response:  distance  of  0.5  mile  between  pads.  Compared  to  the  No  Action  alternative — which  would  allow  some 
drilling  on  top  in  areas  not  included  within  the  transferred  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserves — the  Proposed 
Plan  is  assumed  to  result  in  only  six  more  well  pads  (thirteen  versus  seven)  but  200  more  wells.  The 
effect  would  be  much  greater  gas  production  but  with  a  relatively  modest  increase  in  environmental 
impacts.  Additionally,  the  Proposed  Plan  incorporates  a  number  of  special  management  designations 
and  protective  restrictions  previously  limited  to  the  environmentally  most  protective  alternative. 

Other  Minerals 

1)  Oil  shale  development  should  remain  open  as  an  option,  at  least  keep  Anvil  Points  as  a  research  and 
development  site.  The  document  appears  to  make  no  mention  of  oil  shale.  The  option  of  future 
research,  development,  and  production  of  oil  shale  should  be  left  open. 

1)  Oil  shale  is  discussed  at  Sections  3.5.6. 1  and  4.5.6. 1  of  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  These  sections  are 
brief,  because  at  the  time  of  the  formulation  of  alternatives,  the  potential  for  oil  shale  development  was 
considered  remote  during  the  20-year  period  of  analysis.  BLM  recognizes  that  recent  geopolitical  and 
economic  considerations  have  increased  interest  in  the  development  of  this  resource  and  has  expanded 
this  discussion  in  Sections  3.5.6. 1  and  4.5.6  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS.  In  summary, 
implementation  of  any  of  the  alternatives  would  not  adversely  affect  reasonably  foreseeable 
development  of  other  types  of  mineral  resources,  including  oil  shale. 

Robert  J.  Wenzel 
0235  Odin  Drive 
Silt,  CO  81652 

Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  ^  ^LM  needs  to  provide  information  on:  the  overall  benefit  of  gas  production  in  Colorado  to  the  nation 
as  a  whole  and  local  citizens;  the  nature,  magnitude,  and  duration  of  the  resultant  environmental 
'  damage;  how  long  corrective  actions  take  and  who  funds  them;  the  damage  surface  owners  are  likely  to 


Topic: 

Comment 

text: 


Response: 
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suffer  and  their  legal  protections;  good  and  bad  effects  on  local  residents,  businesses,  and  community 
infrastructure;  whether  drilling  is  being  subsidized  by  taxpayers;  lack  of  advance  notice  to  citizens 
about  massive  purchases  of  mineral  rights  by  oil  and  gas  companies;  why  foreign-based  companies  area 
allowed  to  harvest  their  products  at  the  expense  of  local  surface  owners  and  ranchers;  and  the  lack  of 
state  or  federal  government  leadership  in  ensuring  the  development  of  environmentally  protective 
energy  sources  (e.g.,  hydrogen  fuel  cell). 


Response: 


1)  Regarding  substantive  issues  raised  in  the  comment,  BLM  believes  that  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and 
Proposed  Plan/Final  E1S  provide  all  of  the  information  required  under  NEPA,  FLPMA,  and  BLM 
policies  to  serve  as  a  basis  for  the  analysis  and  disclosure  of  impacts  under  a  reasonable  range  of 
alternatives  and  to  support  the  selection  and  implementation  of  a  Plan  Amendment. 


Dooley  P.  Wheeler 
251  McCarron  Circle 
Apt.  4 

Rifle,  CO  81650 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  1)  Alternative  III  is  acceptable  if  drilling  is  required  to  include  documentation  of  other  mineralization  in 
text:  case  these  other  resources  are  later  developed. 

1)  Under  the  Proposed  Plan,  development  of  mineral  resources  such  as  oil  shale,  coal,  and  others  may 
be  allowed  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS).  All  exploration/development  activities 
’  will  be  subject  to  43  CFR  3809  as  well  as  the  NGD/NSO  or  SSR/CSU  constraints  identified  in  the 
Proposed  Plan. 


Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  2)  Hopefully,  BLM  is  prepared  to  deal  with  radicals  who  want  to  prevent  drilling  on  top  of  the  plateau 
text:  to  protect  some  real  or  imagined  endangered  species. 


Response: 


2)  The  Proposed  Plan,  as  well  as  the  other  five  analyzed  alternatives,  includes  development  of  the 
natural  gas  reserves  in  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area  within  the  multiple  use  context  of  all  BLM  land 
use  decisions,  including  management  and  protection  of  special  status  species,  including  those  listed, 
proposed,  or  candidate  threatened,  or  endangered  species. 


Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  3)  Would  like  to  know  who  to  contact  in  Rifle  or  Parachute  about  visiting  and  observing  a  drilling 
text:  operation. 

3)  BLM  suggests  you  directly  contact  companies  who  either  run  operations  on  private  lands  or  as 
Response:  lessees  on  public  lands.  The  Glenwood  Springs  Field  Office  can  provide  contact  information  for  the 
latter. 

Elizabeth  Whitman 
718  White  River  Avenue 
Rifle,  CO  81650 

Topic:  Oil  and  Gas 

Comment  Qon.t  ajjow  gas  companies  to  drill  on  the  Roan  Plateau, 
text: 

The  BLM  has  concluded  that  the  Transfer  Act  requires  oil  and  gas  leasing  in  NOSRs  1  and  3,  consistent 
with  multiple-use  management  under  FLPMA.  Therefore,  the  Proposed  Plan  and  all  of  the  previously 
Response:  analyzed  alternatives  (except  Alternative  I,  No  Action)  included  future  oil  and  gas  leasing  and 

development  of  the  NOSRs.  The  natural  resource  values  of  the  Planning  Area  have  been  given  special 
consideration  within  the  context  of  multiple  use  as  mandated  by  FLPMA  and  BLM  policy.  Protective 
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measures  and  management  actions  related  to  these  resource  values  are  described  in  Section  2.3  and 
reiterated  throughout  the  impact  analysis  in  Chapter  4  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 

Shawn  Wilson 
433  Andover  Street 
Kentwood,  MI  49548 

Topic:  General  Comment 

Comment  The  Roan  Plateau  is  a  jewel  that  BLM  previously  found  met  wilderness  criteria.  Please  protect  it  by  not 
text:  drilling  (on  top). 

Some  areas  within  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area  do  meet  some  wilderness  characteristics  as  defined 
by  the  Wilderness  Act  of  1964  (Section  3.5.8  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS).  The  Proposed  Plan  emphasizes 
balance  in  managing  for  a  variety  of  multiple  resource  uses  incorporating  outcome-based  adaptive 
Response:  management,  including  a  systematic,  phased  and  clustered  oil  and  gas  development  within  a  non¬ 
contracting  Federal  Unit  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS).  Although  not 
specifically  managed  for  wilderness  characteristics,  the  phased  and  clustered  development  is  expected 
to  preserve  most  or  all  of  these  characteristics  in  large  portions  of  the  upper  plateau. 

Richard  E.  Woodrow 

401  Yale  Circle 

Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81601 

Topic:  General  Comment 

The  time  to  develop  the  Roan  Plateau  is  now,  for  economic  and  geopolitical  reasons.  We  need  the  gas 
Comment  now,  and  the  planning  area  was  previously  designated  as  a  petroleum  reserve  related  to  oil  shale. 

text:  Alternatives  IV  and  V  are  the  only  reasonable  choices.  Alternative  III  merely  postpones  the  inevitable. 
It  is  a  national  resource,  and  the  local  citizens  or  governments  should  not  be  given  too  much  weight. 

Development  of  oil  and  gas  resources  is  a  major  component  of  the  Proposed  Plan  (Section  2.3  and 
Response:  Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS)  as  well  as  the  five  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Draft 
RMPA/EIS. 


Non-Confidential  Website  Comments 

Name/Address:  Phone/Email:  Topic:  Confidential: 

Ed  Baker  No 

PO  Box 

Rifle,  CO  General  Comment 

81650 

Comment:  I  made  extensive  comments,  but  only  what  fit  in  the  comments  box  were  show  as  saved  for 

printing  or  I  assume  what  would  have  been  submitted,  this  is  my  second  attenpt.  Briefly,  I  prefer 
alternative  III.  Specific  Comments:  The  50%  slope  limitation  is  ridiculous.  If  the  pad  is 
constructed  on  a  50%  slope  the  cut  and  fill  slopes  will  have  to  be  greater  than  50%.  The  Bureau's 
own  recomendation  is  for  a  maximum  of  2:1  or  50%  for  cut  and  fill  slopes  and  4:1  for  topsoil 
embankments.  Since  the  topsoil  and  fill  slope  will  be  revegetated  for  20  plus  years  slopes  greater 
than  4:1  will  be  very  difficult  and  should  be  avoided.  Dust  control  will  be  necessary  to  avoid 
significant  effects  on  other  multiple  uses.  Based  on  experiance  around  Parachute/Rifle,  dust 
control  and  erosion  control  If  the  BLM  does  not  provide  the  resources  to  monitor  and  enforce 
"conditions  of  approval"  the  environmental  consequences  will  not  be  acceptable.  Table  ES-3 
should  be  modified  to  increase  the  projected  affects  on  water  quality  and  fish  and  wildlife.  Due 
to  the  organics  and  completion  chemicals,  mud  pits  should  be  in  cut  areas,  fenced  and  netted  if 
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Response 

Response 

Number: 


1 


2 

3 

4 


organics  are  present. 


Response  Text: 


Topic: 


The  lands  of  the  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserves  No.  1  and  3  atop  and  below  the 
Roan  Plateau  were  transferred  to  the  Department  of  Interior  in  1997  with 
specific  direction  to  develop  a  resource  Management  Plan  and  enter  into 
leases  for  the  exploration,  development,  and  production  of  petroleum 
resources  "as  soon  as  practicable,"  consistent  with  multiple  use  management. 
Therefore,  except  for  Alternative  I  (i.e.,  No  Action)  the  Proposed  Plan/Final 
EIS  and  all  of  the  previously  analyzed  alternatives  included  future  oil  and  gas 
leasing  and  development  of  the  NOSRs. 

The  proposed  RMP  manages  the  Planning  Area  to  meet  or  exceed  Land 
Health  Standards  for  soils  on  a  watershed  scale. 

Below  the  rim,  NGD/NSO  will  be  stipulated  on  slopes  greater  than  50%  to 
maintain  site  stability  and  site  productivity. 

SSR/CSU  stipulations  will  be  implemented  on  erosive  soils  and  slopes 
greater  than  30%. 


Oil  and  Gas 


Soils 

Soils 

Soils 


Comment  Detail 

Name/Address:  Phone/Email:  Topic:  Confidential: 

Steve  Black  No 

1525  Sherman  St.  5th  Floor 

Denver,  CO  General  Comment 

80203 


Comment: 


Please  add  me  to  your  mailing  and  e-mail  distribution  list.  Thank  you.  Steve 
Black 


Response 

Response  „  ... 

_T  ,  Response  Text: 

Number: 

1  Unless  you  requested  otherwise,  your  name  and  address  is  automatically 

entered  into  the  Roan  Plateau  database  mailing  and  distribution  list. 


Topic: 

General  Comment 


Name/Address: 

Phone/Email: 

Topic: 

Confidential: 

Kendall  Henry 

No 

2022  Midland  Ave. 

Glenwood  Springs,  CO 

Oil  and  Gas 

81601 

Comment:  Dear  Mr.  Goodenow:  The  Roaring  Fork  Audubon  Society  finds  that  none  of  the 

Management  alternatives  cited  in  the  Roan  Plateau  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan 
Amendment  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (referred  to  hereafter  as  the  Draft) 
provide  adequate  protection  for  wildlife,  fish,  water  and  rare  plants.  We  are 
concerned,  as  is  our  statewide  organization,  Audubon  Colorado,  that  the  plan  would 
fragment  the  habitat  into  smaller  blocks  and  less  habitat  interior  than  at  present  and 
animals  and  birds  would  be  displaced,  reducing  or  exterminating  certain  species. 
Specific  species  are  detailed  in  a  previous  Audubon  Colorado  letter.  The  BLM's 
mission  is  to  "sustain,  the  health,  diversity,  and  productivity  of  public  lands  for  the  use 
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Response 

Response 

Number: 


1 


and  enjoyment  of  present  and  future  generations",  and  to  allow  oil  and  gas 
development  in  this  "essentially  natural  and  mostly  untrammeled"  area  could  have 
serious  ramifications  for  the  biodiversity  there.  The  Draft  states  that  impacts  would  be 
moderate  to  some  species  and  may  be  more  harmful  to  others  and  ANY  negative 
affect  is  just  not  acceptable  when  only  4%  of  the  total  gas  projected  to  be  "recovered" 
would  be  from  the  top  of  the  plateau.  Roaring  Fork  Audubon  has  about  400  members 
and  the  majority  consensus  of  our  membership  supports  the  Community  Alternative 
which  will  not  allow  drilling  on  top  of  the  plateau.  The  monetary  rewards  of  oil  and 
gas  drilling  are  short-lived  when  compared  to  the  huge  economic  value  of  hunting 
which  the  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  has  valued  at  $3,800,000  YEARLY.  When 
Glenwood  Springs  City  Council/County  Commissioners  asked  for  comments  on  the 
Draft  there  was  overwhelming  support  of  the  Community  Alternative  to  Save  the 
Roan  Plateau  (conservatively  80%).  Since  President  Bush  has  said  that  51%  of  the 
popular  vote  has  given  him  a  mandate  to  continue  his  policies  we  believe  that  the 
BLM  has  been  given  a  mandate  to  "not  drill  on  top  of  the  plateau."  Thank  you  for  the 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft.  Sincerely,  Kendall  Henry  Board  Member, 
Roaring  Fork  Audubon  Society 


Response  Text: 


Topic: 


The  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1)  designates  four 
ACECs  where  special  management  is  applied  to  protect  and  prevent 
irreparable  damage  to  relevant  and  important  scenic,  fisheries,  wildlife,  and 
botanical/ecological  values.  The  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  emphasizes 
prevention,  inventory,  detection,  and  monitoring  and  project  actions  as  part  of 
an  integrated  weed  management  program.  While  no  areas  will  be  managed 
specifically  to  maintain  roadlessness  and  naturalness,  protections  for  various 
resources  may  have  the  effect  of  maintaining  wilderness  character  in  portions 
of  the  Planning  Area.  The  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  implements  appropriate 
management  actions  on  a  landscape  basis  that  would  result  in  meeting  Land 
Health  Standards  with  emphasis  on  intensive  management.  New  routes  will 
be  established  outside  of  the  riparian  zone  or  must  meet  the  objectives  for 
maintaining  riparian,  fishery  and  watershed  conditions.  While  the  Proposed 
Plan/Final  EIS  does  not  designate  any  SRMAs,  the  Planning  Area  will  be 
managed  as  part  of  Glenwood  Springs  Extensive  Recreation  Management 
Area  (ERMA).  Hubbard  Mesa  will  be  managed  as  an  OHV  open  riding  area 
using  SSR/CSU  stipulation.  In  addition,  route  closures,  realignment,  and 
signage  will  be  used  as  needed  to  protect  adjacent  private  property.  The 
Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  provides  for  responsible  use  by  limiting  travel  to 
designated  routes  or  areas  throughout  the  Planning  Area  (excluding  over-the- 
snow  travel).  The  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  designates  Parachute  Creek 
WMA  to  protect  ecosystem  integrity  and  function  related  to  the  Colorado 
River  cutthroat  trout  and  supporting  factors  through  management  actions  and 
an  SSR/CSU  restriction.  The  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  incorporates  a  number 
of  specific  management  actions  intended  to  better  mitigate,  regulate,  and 
monitor  all  management  actions,  including  livestock  grazing,  impacts  on 
other  natural  resource  values.  Leasing  and  drilling  atop  the  plateau  will  be 
based  on  2,640-foot  minimum  surface  separation  of  pads  (1  per  160  acres). 
Lands  available  to  lease  will  be  subject  to  timing  limitations  on  periods  when 
construction  and  drilling  activities  are  prohibited  to  protect  important  wildlife 
habitats.  The  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  incorporates  a  number  of  specific 
management  actions,  as  well  as  reclamation  standards,  regular  monitoring 
requirements,  and  reclamation  success  criteria  intended  to  reduce  the  area  of 
long-term  physical  impacts  of  ground-disturbing  activities,  including  oil  and 
gas  development,  as  well  as  encourage  more  successful  reclamation  and 


Terrestrial  and 
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revegetation  of  these  areas. 

Confidential  Website  Comments 


Comment:  Asking  the  public  to  limit  its  comments  to  500  words  or  less  on  a  600+  page,  highly  controversial 

document,  is  extremely  problematic.  We  would  prefer  not  to  make  an  issue  of  it,  but  I  would  think  it 
could  make  for  some  interesting  challenges,  publicly  and  perhaps  legally.  The  BLM  should  clearly 
make  an  email  address  available  for  more  detailed  comments.  Thanks 


Responses 

Response 

Number: 


Response  Text: 


Topic: 


The  comment  management  system  software  and  supporting  server 
parameters  required  BLM  to  limit  any  individual  comment  submitted 
through  the  Roan  Plateau  project  website  to  500  words.  However,  all 
1  individuals  and  organizations  were  encouraged  to  submit  as  many  General  Comment 

individual  comments  as  necessary  to  adequately  detail  their  comments.  In 
addition,  hard  copy  comments  of  any  length  were  received  via  US  mail, 
shipping  sen  ices,  or  in  person  at  the  Glenwood  Springs  Field  Office. 


Comment:  Table  4-38,  on  page  4-214  of  the  draft  plan  and  EIS  is  missing  information  under  Alternative  V.  At  the 
Glenwood  Springs  public  meeting  on  December  16.  ENE  staff  announced  that  a  corrected  version  of 
that  tabel  would  be  provided  on  the  draft  plan  internet  site.  That  site  does  now  contain  a  link  to  a 
replacement  Table  4-38,  but  it  does  not  link  (asking  for  code  names  not  known  to  me).  On  Tuesday, 
December  21,  ENE  staff  told  me  that  this  problem  would  be  corrected  by  Wednesday  22.  It  is  now 
Thursday  morning  23.  and  we  still  cannot  get  into  that  replacement  table.  We  sure  could  use  it.  Thank 
you. 


Response 

Response 

Number: 

1 


Response  Text:  Topic: 

BLM  apologizes  for  any  difficulty'  is  accessing  the  Roan  Plateau  project 

website  or  the  replacement  Table  4-38.  These  functions  have  been  fixed  General  Comment 

and  the  website  is  now  functioning. 


Comment:  Thanks,  Maureen,  for  your  telephone  call  about  the  Roan  Plateau  site's  link  to  the  new  Table  4-38.  I  am 
still  encountering  a  request  for  "user  name"  and  "password"  each  time  I  try  to  reach  that  link.  I  have  had 
others  try  it  from  other  computers  in  several  other  towns,  and  they  hit  the  same  block.  Since  you  are 
able  to  get  to  that  corrected  table.  I  wonder  if  you  could  just  facs  it  to  me  at:  ()  Thanks  again. 


Response 

Response 

Number: 

1 


Response  Text: 


Topic: 


You  are  welcome.  The  comment  website  functionality’  has  been  corrected 
and  is  working. 


General  Comment 


Comment:  I'd  like  to  ask  BLM  and/or  its  contractor  to  confirm  receipt  of  the  comments  I  submitted  earlier  this 

month.  Please  send  me  an  email  to  confirm  that  my  comments  have  been  received  ...  I  received  an  error 
message  when  I  sent  "unconfidential"  comments.  Thank  you  for  your  help. 


Response 
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Number: 


Response  Text: 


Topic: 
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Comment: 


Response 

Response 

Number: 
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Thank  you  for  your  concern,  the  Roan  Plateau  comment  response  database 
automatically  provides  a  response  to  comments  received. 


General  Comment 


I  would  like  to  recieve  information  on  the  lands  and  parks  information  of  their  future  uses  and  what 
irretrievable  and  irreversable  commitments  of  resources  that  are  present  within  the  lands  pertainning  to 
all  projects  of  environmental  concerns  in  the  above  mentioned.  I  am  doing  personal  research.  I  would 
greatly  appreciate  it.  I  would  also  like  to  commend  you  and  your  team  on  their  hard  work  and  enduring 
efforts  at  this  present  time.  Sincerely, 


Response  Text: 


Topic: 


Please  contact  the  Glenwood  Springs  Field  Office  to  obtain  the 
aforementioned  information. 


General  Comment 


Dear  land  managers,  The  purpose  of  this  letter  is  to  comment  on  the  management  plan  for  the  Roan 
Plateau  and  in  particular  to  comment  upon  the  alternatives  put  forth  by  the  BLM  and  their  subsequent 
analysis.  1 .  The  alternatives  provided  by  the  BLM  in  this  plan  are  not  adequately  representative  of  the 
interests  of  the  surrounding  and  most  directly  affected  communities.  A  final  management  plan  must 
take  into  greater  account  the  expressed  interests  of  the  local  communities  through  individual  comments 
and  through  elected  bodies  such  as  municipal  governments  and  county  commissioners.  2.  None  of  the 
alternatives  accurately  represent  the  best  management  of  our  public  lands.  The  final  plan  for  the 
management  area  should  better  reflect  community  input  and  should  include  a  combination  of  features 
from  different  alternatives  while  possessing  at  its  core  the  protection  of  the  top  and  cliffs  of  the  Roan 
Plateau.  3.  The  analysis  of  each  proposed  alternative  does  not  adequately  include  the  larger  context  of 
drilling  and  other  related  activities  occurring  in  adjacent  lands  and  in  the  region  as  a  whole.  Assuming 
that  the  planning  area  is  somehow  isolated  and  unaffected  by  larger  regional  trends  is  an  obvious  and 
significant  defect  in  the  analysis  put  forth  in  this  management  plan.  4.  The  alternatives  and  analysis 
offered  in  this  report  to  not  adequately  take  into  account  the  vital  importance  of  tourism  to  the  local 
economies  and  therefore  underestimates  the  potential  negative  outcomes  for  local  communities.  5.  The 
plan  fails  to  take  fully  into  account  the  highly  magnified  costs  drilling  to  obtain  the  portion  of  resources 
that  can  be  accessed  only  by  drilling  at  the  top.  By  not  including  an  alternative  that  prohibits  drilling  on 
the  top  this  analysis  is  fundamentally  flawed.  Only  by  possessing  an  alternative  that  protects  the  top  of 
the  plateau  from  drilling  activity  can  one  clearly  and  accurately  assess  the  additional  impacts  that  would 
be  incurred  to  access  the  small  portion  of  the  resources  that  cannot  be  obtained  from  the  base  of  the 
cliffs.  By  excluding  this  alternative  this  report  has  eliminated  the  opportunity  to  have  a  just  and  honest 
comparison  of  alternatives  for  the  management  area.  6.  Deferred  drilling,  though  a  novel  idea,  does  not 
provide  any  substantial  or  long-lasting  protection  for  land,  water,  or  habitat.  Additionally  a  deferral 
period  of  16  years  may  be  a  significant  underestimation  bringing  into  question  the  validity  of  the 
preferred  alternative.  7.  Technological  advance  often  needs  an  impetus.  Limiting  drilling  to  the  base  of 
the  cliffs  will  spur  development  of  less  harmful  practices  and  more  efficient  directional  drilling 
technologies  whereas  allowing  drilling  on  the  top  will  provide  little  incentives  for  the  industry  to 
improve  its  stewardship  practices.  8.  High  standards  of  protection  should  be  applied  to  water  resources, 
water  quality,  and  wild  and  scenic  waterways.  9.  Requirements  for  best  practices  should  be 
strengthened  and  binding.  10.  Strict  protections  for  preserving  recreation  opportunities  including 
hunting  should  be  adopted.  1 1 .  Motorized  and  mechanized  travel  should  be  limited  to  designated  routes 
only  in  order  to  better  protect  the  varied  resources  of  the  area.  12.  Particular  care  should  be  taken  to 
protect  special  status  species  such  as  the  Cutthroat  Trout. 


Response  Text: 


Topic: 


The  lands  of  the  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserves  No.  1  and  3  atop  and  below  the 
Roan  Plateau  were  transferred  to  the  Department  of  Interior  in  1 997  with 
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specific  direction  to  develop  a  Resource  Management  Plan  and  enter  into 
leases  for  the  exploration,  development,  and  production  of  petroleum 
resources  "as  soon  as  practicable."  consistent  with  multiple  use 
management.  Measures  to  conserve  and  or  protect  special  and  unique 
natural  and  scenic  resources  have  been  incorporated  into  the  Proposed  Plan. 
Refer  to  Section  2.3  and  Chapter  4  of  the  Proposed  Plan  Final  EIS  for 
details. 

The  "No  Action"  Alternative  contains  analysis  for  not  drilling  atop  the 
Roan. 

Much  more  detail  regarding  some  of  the  issues  raised  in  your  comments 
may  be  found  in  the  responses  to  written  comments  from  elected  officials. 
Cooperating  Agencies,  interest  groups,  and  other  members  of  the  public. 
They  are  organized  by  topic  area. 


Oil  and  Gas 


General  Comment 


Proliferation  of  well  pads  and  access  roads  will  adversely  affect  the  animal  populations  found  on  top  of 
the  plateau.  Large  animals  will  avoil  any  disturbing  elements  introduced  into  the  environment.  In 
particular  the  vehicles  driving  on  th  access  roads  will  drive  the  game  away.  Acres  of  habitat  will  be 
scraped  down  to  dirt  and  lost.  The  ambiance  will  be  lost  to  hunters,  recreationists,  bikers  and  people 
who  value  and  use  the  Roan  plateau  for  other  purposes  besides  hydrocarbon  production.  As  a  general 
rule  I  have  found  that  a  gas  producing  field  degrades  the  alternative  uses  which  a  tract  of  government 
owned  land  should  be  used  for.  Preserv  ation  of  the  wilderness  characteristics  of  land  such  as  this  is 
considerably  more  importnt  than  the  small  amount  of  energy  which  can  be  extracted.  There  should  be 
more  to  utilization  of  government  land  than  simply  energy  extraction.  Too  much  time  and  effort  has 
been  put  into  environmental  protection  over  the  last  few  decades  to  sacrifice  it  to  the  petroleum 
companies. 


Response  Text: 


Topic: 


The  lands  of  the  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserves  No.  1  and  3  atop  and  below  the 
Roan  Plateau  were  transferred  to  the  Department  of  Interior  in  1997  with 
specific  direction  to  develop  a  Resource  Management  Plan  and  enter  into 
leases  for  the  exploration,  development,  and  production  of  petroleum 
resources  "as  soon  as  practicable,"  consistent  with  multiple  use 
management.  Measures  to  conserve  and/or  protect  special  and  unique 
natural  and  scenic  resources  have  been  incorporated  into  the  Proposed  Plan. 
Refer  to  Section  2.3  and  Chapter  4  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  for 
details. 

While  no  areas  will  be  managed  specifically  to  maintain  roadlessness  and 
naturalness,  numerous  and  extensive  protections  for  various  resources,  in 
combination  with  the  phased  and  clustered  development  approach  for  the 
area  atop  the  plateau,  are  expected  to  maintain  some  wilderness 
characteristics  in  substantial  portions  of  the  Planning  Area. 

Much  more  detail  regarding  some  of  the  issues  raised  in  your  comments 
may  be  found  in  the  responses  to  written  comments  from  elected  officials. 
Cooperating  Agencies,  interest  groups,  and  other  members  of  the  public. 
They  are  organized  by  topic  area. 


Oil  and  Gas 


Terrestrial  and  Aquatic 
Wildlife 


General  Comment 


Gas  drilling  will  affect  the  hydrology  of  the  plateau  top.  The  new  roads  affect  drainage  pattens  and 
contributre  to  sedimentation.  Other  gas  drilling  operations  have  depleted  aquifers  and  affected  natural 
springs.  Where  will  the  water  used  in  drilling  operations  come  from?  Any  disruption  in  current  surface 
flows  must  adversely  affect  the  streams  which  originate  on  the  top  of  the  plateau. 
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Regarding  wells  and  pipelines  within  200  meters  of  a  stream,  such  would 
not  be  permitted  under  any  of  the  alternatives  considered  in  the  Draft 
RMPA/EIS,  or  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS.  On  the  contrary,  occupied 
trout  streams,  upslope  watershed  areas,  and  upstream  or  tributary  reaches 
critical  to  water  quality  would  be  given  special  management  emphasis, 
including  extensive  areas  closed  to  long-term  ground  disturbing  activities. 
For  example,  refer  to  Map  3  (for  the  Preferred  Alternative)  in  the  Draft 
RMPA/EIS  and  to  Map  2  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS.  Also  see  Tables 
2-1  and  2-3. 

Much  more  detail  regarding  some  of  the  issues  raised  in  your  comments 
may  be  found  in  the  responses  to  written  comments  from  elected  officials, 
Cooperating  Agencies,  interest  groups,  and  other  members  of  the  public. 
They  are  organized  by  topic  area. 


Water  Resources 


General  Comment 


Comment:  The  future  use  of  the  land  for  oil  shale  production  should  at  least  be  mentioned,  if  not  thuroughly 
analized.  It  is  impossible  at  the  present  time  to  define  exactly  how  development  will  be 
accomplished.  Nevertheless  the  excavation  of  quantities  of  shale  will  be  required.  Where  will  the 
tailings  be  deposited.  How  large  will  the  volume  of  this  material  be?  Where  will  the  production 
plant  be  located?  If  the  shale  remains  in  place  during  retorting  what  will  be  the  effect  on  the  land 
surface?  Is  it  compatable  with  the  currrent  surface  environment,  or  will  it  become  a  natural 
sacrifice  area  such  as  existing  hard  rock  mining  sites  that  were  mined  two  centuries  ago? 


Responses 
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Number: 
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Response  Text: 


Topic: 

Other  Minerals 


Section  3.5.6. 1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  expands  on  the  discussion  of 
oil  shale  development.  Development  of  oil  shale  in  areas  with  a  Federal 
mineral  estate  would  be  regulated  by  BLM  and  subject  to  the  same 
restrictions/stipulations  regarding  surface  activities.  Since  BLM  does  not 
believe  that  oil  shale  development  is  realistic  in  the  Planning  Area  during  the 
2  20-year  period  of  analysis,  the  cumulative  impacts  would  be  speculative  and  Other  Minerals 

hence  not  considered  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS.  Moreover,  the  type 
and  extent  of  cumulative  impacts  would  depend  on  the  process  used  and  the 
scale  of  development.  If  oil  shale  development  does  arise  as  a  desired  use 
during  the  planning  period,  impacts  would  be  considered  in  a  separate  NEPA 
document  prepared  in  response  to  specific  proposals. 


Comment:  The  air  quality  impact  should  be  determined.  Oil  and  gas  activity  south  of  the  Roan  Plateau  in  the  San 
Juan  Basin  has  deteriorated  as  a  result  of  the  very  large  O&G  production  area  there.  If  Roan  Plateau 
emissions  are  added  to  the  rest  of  the  area  that  will  ultimately  be  put  out  for  lease,  what  will  be  the  air 
quality  impact  on  western  Colorado? 


Response 

Response 

Number: 

1 


Response  Text: 

The  air  quality  impact  methodology  and  results  are  described  in 
considerable  detail  in  Section  4.2.5. 


Topic: 

Climate  and  Air  Quality 


Comment:  1 .  We  recommend  not  drilling  ANYWHERE  on  the  top  sections  or  sides  of  the  Roan  Plateau  due 
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to  the  amount  of  environmental  damage  that  will  be  incurred,  but  instead  recommend  drilling 
around  the  plateau  base  where  there  is  little  slope  AND  where  there  is  ready  access  possible  for 
drilling  equipment.  With  this  approach:  •  Drainage  runoff  can  be  much  more  controlled  on 
relatively  flat  localities,  •  Access  roads  can  be  more  easily  constructed  on  relatively  flat  localities, 

•  Slant-  or  directional-drilling  can  be  used  from  specifically  selected  areas  to  reach  locations 
directly  under  the  top  of  the  plateau,  2.  The  whole  issue  of  reviewing  drilling  on  top  of  the  Roan 
Plateau  hinges  on  the  concept  that  we  must  protect  CERTAIN  public  areas  due  to  their  unique 
natural  beauty.  Coupling  this  concept  with  an  acknowledgement  of  the  Roan  Plateau’s 
environmental  fragility,  makes  drilling  on  top  totally  untenable.  Allowing  gas  development  here  - 
even  as  a  secondary  use  of  the  land  -  is  irresponsible  and  shortsighted,  especially  when 
considering  the  whole  issue  of  how  our  nation  should  be  addressing  energy  problems,  and  in 
consideration  of  our  heritage  of  SPECIFICALLY  BEAUTIFUL  PROPERTIES.  3.  The  Roan 
Plateau  contains  some  127,000  total  acres,  including  some  53,500  which  are  privately  held,  and 
73,602  which  are  public  lands  -  including  1)  about  34,000  acres  leased  and  potentially  drilled  ,  and 
2)  about  40,000  acres  of  undisturbed  land.  The  public  can  do  nothing  to  prevent  drilling,  by 
owners  of  the  mineral  estate,  on  lands  privately  held.  Clearly,  then,  IF  there  is  going  to  be  any 
drilling  on  the  top  section  of  the  plateau,  we  would  want  it  to  be  on  private  property,  with  an 
understanding  there  will  be  a  shared  use  of  that  land  with  the  current  landowners.  4.  We  also 
recommend  locating  drilling  pads  to  allow  maximizing  the  number  of  wellheads  per  pad.  Due  to 
the  depths  at  which  natural  gas  is  found  in  the  Grand  Valley  vicinity,  we’d  anticipate  that,  with 
good  prior  selections,  drillers  might  be  able  to  locate  from  8-12  wellheads  on  each  pad.  5.  In 
prior  BLM  lease  sales,  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  National  Park  Service  and  U.S. 
Forest  Service  have  voiced  grave  concerns  about  the  lack  of  air  quality  regulations,  and 
monitoring  or  mitigations  to  reduce  effects  on  water  and  wildlife  from  acid  rain.  Any  allowance 
for  drilling  in  the  BLM  areas  of  the  Roan  Plateau  must  incorporate  air  quality  regulations  to 
prevent  air  pollution  and  adhere  to  visibility  guidelines,  TO  MEET  FEDERAL  AIR  QUALITY 
STANDARDS  OF  THE  CLEAN  AIR  ACT  AND  OTHER  FEDERAL  LAWS,  AND  BE  AT 
LEAST  AS  STRINGENT  AS  THE  MOST  RESTRICTIVE  STATE  STANDARDS,  as  the  Roan 
Plateau  and  some  of  its  vicinity  is  potentially  a  wilderness  area.  6.  With  any  /  all  permitted 
drilling,  we  recommend  the  BLM  request  gas  companies  to  help  purchase  some  of  the  air  quality 
monitors  to  reduce  direct  costs  to  the  general  public.  7.  In  past  BLM  lease  sales,  the  EPA 
contended  the  BLM’s  prior  environmental  review  did  not  "adequately  link  the  modeled  impacts, 
which  are  clearly  above  regulatory  criteria,  with  what  BLM  proposes  that  it  would  do  or  it  would 
recommend  others  do  to  mitigate  impacts."  Hence,  we  request  the  BLM  adequately  link  modeled 
impacts,  using  data  from  current  site  operations,  with  its  proposals  for  mitigating  impacts  in  order 
to  remain  within  regulatory  criteria.  Specifically,  we  request  using  actual  data  on  nitrogen  oxide 
pollution.  8.  We  request  the  BLM,  through  its  parent  operation  at  the  Interior  Department,  to 
require  the  state  to  regulate  flaring,  the  open  burning  of  impure  natural  gas,  which  releases  plumes 
of  pollutants  into  the  air.  The  requirement  should  also  control  flaring  to  reduce  the  likelihood  of 
accidental  fires  in  this  very  dry  area.  9.  Did  the  BLM  consult  with  Native  Americans  on  Roan 
Plateau  drilling?  10.  Using  the  example  of  drilling  allowed  in  other  areas  of  the  state,  specifically 
the  San  Juan  Basin,  we  question  whether  the  BLM  will  be  able  to  manage  ongoing  enforcement 
problems  associated  with  gas  drilling  in  this  area,  including  impacts  to  a.  soil  and  range  b.  water  c. 
air  d.  wildlife  1 1 .  What  cultural  sites  are  on  top  of  the  Roan?  12.  What  new  data  on  wildlife  and 
air  was  just  released  to  the  public?  13.  The  BLM  created  a  program  in  1999  to  manage  natural  gas 
drilling  on  public  lands  in  the  Glenwood  Springs  area  which  took  a  strong  position  to  protect 
wildlife  habitat,  especially  in  areas  that  mule  deer  need  for  food  and  shelter  in  the  wintrr.  The 
proposed  plan,  item  #3  weakens  protections  of  the  mule  deer  winter  range  as  compared  with  the 
earlier  199  program.  We  recommend  the  BLM  provide  the  protection  afforded  in  1999  -  at  a  time 
when  wildlife  is  facing  more  and  more  stress  with  mankind’s  encroachment  into  wild  areas.  14. 
Please  investigate  extensive  use  of  both  slant  and  directional  drilling  around  the  base  of  plateau  IF 
and/or  WHEN  the  leases  are  auctioned  off. 
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1  and  2)  BLM  believes  that  the  Proposed  Plan  represents  a  high  degree  of 
environmental  protection  while  accommodating  some  recovery  of  the 
underlying  natural  gas  resource.  Specifically,  the  Proposed  Plan  would 
require  phased  and  clustered  development  on  top  of  the  plateau,  with  a  focus 
on  developing  along  ridgetops  and  out  of  the  environmentally  more  sensitive 
stream  valleys.  Through  a  reliance  on  directional  drilling,  up  to  seventeen 
wells  would  be  collocated  on  a  single  pad,  with  a  minimum  distance  of  0.5 
mile  between  pads.  Compared  to  the  No  Action  alternative— which  would 
allow  some  drilling  on  top  in  areas  not  included  within  the  transferred  Naval 
Oil  Shale  Reserves — the  Proposed  Plan  is  assumed  to  result  in  only  six  more 
well  pads  (thirteen  versus  seven)  but  200  more  wells.  The  effect  would  be 
much  greater  gas  production  but  with  A  relatively  modest  increase  in 
environmental  impacts.  Additionally,  the  Proposed  Plan  incorporates  a 
number  of  special  management  designations  and  protective  restrictions 
previously  limited  to  the  environmentally  most  protective  alternative. 

Looking  at  the  BLM  portion  of  the  Planning  Area  as  a  whole,  the  Proposed 
Plan  would  have  fewer  pads  and  miles  of  access  roads  than  any  alternative, 
including  No  Action — and  hence  smaller  areas  of  surface  disturbance — but 
with  production  of  natural  gas  comparable  to  the  most  intensive  development 
scenario. 

3)  The  BLM  has  concluded  that  the  Transfer  Act  requires  oil  and  gas  leasing 
in  NOSRs  1  and  3,  consistent  with  multiple-use  management  under  FLPMA. 

Therefore,  the  Proposed  Plan  and  all  of  the  previously  analyzed  alternatives  Oil  and  Gas 
(except  Alternative  I,  No  Action)  included  future  oil  and  gas  leasing  and 
development  of  the  NOSRs. 


4)  Please  see  response  to  Comments  #1  and  2. 


Climate  and  Air 
Quality 


5)  Under  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS,  and  all  five  previously  analyzed 
alternatives,  all  multiple-use  activities  included  in  the  Roan  Plateau  Resource 
Management  Plan  would  be  conducted  to  be  in  compliance  with  all  State  and 
Federal  air  and  water  quality  standards,  as  well  as  any  other  applicable  local 
standards  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS). 

6)  Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  #5. 

7)  Please  refer  to  Section  4.2.5  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  for  specific 
parameters  of  the  air  quality  model  used  to  analyze  impacts  throughout 
Chapter  4. 

8)  Please  see  response  to  Comment  #5. 

9)  Please  see  Chapter  6  of  the  Propose  Plan/Final  EIS  for  a  complete 
description  of  all  consultation  and  coordination  activities  undertaken  to 
support  construction  of  the  Roan  Plateau  RMPA. 

10)  The  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  includes  a  discussion  of  required  monitoring 
activities  to  include  enforcement  (to  ensure  that  development  and  other  land 
uses  conform  to  the  lease  or  permit  terms  and  the  conditions  of  approval), 
reclamation  success  (including  how  it  relates  to  restrictions  on  the  amount  of 
surface  allowed  to  be  disturbed  at  any  one  time  atop  the  plateau  [i.e.,  320 
acres]),  and  vegetation  and  range  conditions  (because  of  their  importance  to 
soil,  water  quality,  wildlife,  and  livestock)  and  wildlife  (in  cooperation  with 
the  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife).  No  air  quality  monitoring  is  proposed, 
because  the  impact  analysis  projects  impacts  well  below  any  risk  level  to 
human  health  and  the  environment. 

1 1)  Cultural  resource  sites  throughout  the  Planning  Area  are  described  in 
Section  3.4.2  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS. 

12)  It  is  not  clear  what  data  this  comment  references.  As  much  as  possible, 
data  for  resources  described  in  Chapter  3  and  used  in  the  impact  analysis  of 
Chapter  4  of  both  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  are  as 
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Comment: 

Responses 

Response 

Number: 

1 


Comment: 


Response 

Response 

Number: 

1 

2 

3 


current  as  was  possible  to  obtain. 

13)  The  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  reinstates  the  Wildlife  Security  Areas  atop 
the  plateau,  as  well  as  enlarges  the  same  areas  below  the  rim,  both  of  which 
were  identified  and  allocated  as  such  in  the  1999  FSEIS  but  inadvertently 
omitted,  or  reduced  in  size,  from  the  five  alternatives  considered  in  the  Draft 
RMPA/EIS,  respectively. 

14)  Please  see  response  to  Comments  #1  and  2. 


Terrestrial  and 
Aquatic  Wildlife 


Oil  and  Gas 


Please  reconsider  what  you  are  planning  on  doing.  Look  I  supported  Ken  Salazar  and  gov.  Owens.  Now 
wake  up  and  stop  this  un  necessary  abuse  of  this  special  area.  Extinction  is  forever! ! ! ! 


Response  Text:  Topic: 

The  natural  resources  in  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area  have  been 

carefully  considered  within  the  multiple  use  context  of  all  BLM  land  use  General  Comment 
decisions. 


Dear  BLM  -  As  a  Colorado  native,  and  having  lived  on  the  Western  Slope  for  the  last  few  years,  I  am 
fully  aware  of  the  role  that  natural  resource  extraction  plays  in  our  local  economies  and  communities.  I 
am  also  fully  aware  that  protected  wildlands  and  are  an  integral  part  of  sustaining  our  local 
communities  over  the  long  term.  It  is  in  this  spirit  that  I  join  the  vast  majority  of  Western  Slope  local 
governments,  newspapers,  and  citizens  in  OPPOSING  drilling  on  top  of  Roan  Plateau.  Instead,  I 
support  the  Community  Alternative,  a  platform  the  offers  the  truest  form  of  balance  between  gas 
development  and  the  protection  of  irreplaceable  lands.  It  is  my  hope  that,  in  its  Roan  Plateau  RMP,  the 
BLM  will  support  all  the  provisions  in  the  Community  Alternative,  including  such  aspects  as:  • 
Prohibiting  leasing  on  the  top  and  cliffs  of  the  Roan  Plateau  -  or  deferring  all  leasing  on  the  top  and 
cliffs  until  energy  development  can  be  achieved  through  technologies  that  will  not  require  surface 
disturbance  -  thus  maintaining  that  public  land  for  uses  other  than  oil  and  gas  development.  • 
Safeguarding  habitat  for  wildlife  and  for  rare  and  sensitive  plants  and  plant  communities  throughout  the 
Planning  Area.  •  Closing  the  top  and  cliffs  and  other  sensitive  lands  and  habitats  to  future  oil  shale 
leasing,  including  for  research  and  development  purposes.  •  Designating  two  special  recreation 
management  areas,  one  above  and  one  below  the  rim,  and  manage  these  areas  to  provide  and  maintain 
the  opportunities  these  areas  provide.  •  Mandating  the  use  of  Best  Management  Practices  that  can 
evolve  as  technologies  advance.  •  Ensuring  that  local  communities  are  given  opportunity  to  provide 
input  for  any  leasing,  drilling  permits,  and  other  development  projects  on  the  public  lands  in  the 
Planning  Area.  Most  of  my  previous  points  here  focus  on  resource  extraction  and  the  need  to  protect 
biological  resources  for  their  own  sake.  However,  I  also  have  a  great  interest  in  maintaining  low- 
impact,  quiet  use  recreational  activities  on  the  top  of  the  plateau  such  as  hiking  and  horseback  riding.  In 
order  to  allow  these  opportunities  to  continue,  the  BLM  should  ensure  that  motorized  vehicles  stay  on 
marked,  designated  trails  and  roads  only.  Thank  you  for  the  work  you  are  doing  on  the  Roan  Plateau 
RMP,  and  for  considering  my  comments.  Sincerely 


Response  Text: 


Topic: 


The  "Community  Alternative"  is  not  a  BLM  alternative  developed  and 
analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  The  various  components  of  this 
"alternative"  were  carefully  considered  within  the  multiple  use  context  of 
BLM  land  use  decisions. 

The  natural  resources  in  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area  will  be  carefully 
considered  within  the  multiple  use  context  of  all  BLM  land  use  decisions. 
Thank  you  for  your  interest  and  participation  in  the  BLM  land  use  planning 
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process  for  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area.  Your  comment  has  been  noted 
and  considered  in  the  development  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS. 


Comment:  Could  you  please  forward  me  a  copy  of  the  following  references  sited  in  Section  4.2.5  (references  to  air 
quality  technical  documentation  written  by  Trinity  Consultants):  Trinity  2004:  Air  Quality  Impact 
Assessment  Trinity  2004:  Air  Quality  Technical  Support  Document  (TSD)  the  CD-ROM  (Appendix  F) 
of  the  TSD  I  have  already  requested  a  copy  of  the  DEIS  on  CD-ROM,  but  I  was  unsure  if  the  CD  would 
have  the  technical  documents  I  requested  above.  In  addition  to  this  information,  I  am  most  concerned 
with  understanding  the  details  of  your  PM  10  and  PM2.5  modeling.  Why  did  you  use  different  receptor 
grids  for  the  road  vs.  all  source  modeling?  What  kind  of  controls  are  you  implementing  for  fugitive  dust 
control  and  how  will  you  enforce  these  controls?  Finally,  how  did  you  generate  fugitive  dust  emissions? 
If  you  used  AP-42,  what  were  your  assumptions  (soil  moisture  content  and  silt  content).  I  have  seen 
many  environmental  assessments/EIS  make  gross  under-predicitions  in  the  past  based  on  your  emission 
projection  methodology.  Thanks  for  your  attention  and  quick  response.  I  request  confidentiality  in 
regards  to  my  name,  address,  and  phone  number. 


Responses 

Response 

Number: 

1 


Response  Text: 

Please  contact  the  Glen  wood  Springs  Field  Office  to  obtain  the 
aforementioned  references. 


Topic: 

Climate  and  Air  Quality 


Comment:  This  comment  regards  the  Roan  Plateau  I  have  been  going  to  the  Longridge  area  since  1982  and 
have  been  over  virtually  all  public  areas  west  of  the  JQS  that  drain  into  Northwater/Trapper  and 
Eastfork  drainages  I  have  taken  my  kids  and  friends  into  the  very  bottoms  or  these  drainages  to 
the  point  that  they  run  over  falls.  Over  the  past  months  I  have  read  about  the  pristine  nature  of  the 
area  and  agreed  do  however  have  some  disagreement  with  the  notion  that  gas  drilling  will 
damage  and  irreparably  destroy  the  area.I  have  a  few  sugestions  that  should  be  considered  in 
your  final  plans.  1  .Look  at  the  topo  map  of  the  area  in  question.  Most  of  the  area  below  the  rim 
on  the  outer  boundries  is  a  1000'  drop  from  the  top  or  at  least  a  very  steep  grade  below  500' 
forbid  drilling  on  vertical  cliffs  or  slopes  less  than  3tol  in  a  certain  elevation  range.  2. On  the 
interior  do  not  allow  drilling  past  1/4  mile  from  center  line  of  the  highest  elevaton  of  the  ridge 
and  impose  a  slope  and  elevation  limit  in  addition.  3. Most  important  to  me  and  what  I  would  like 
to  see  as  a  model  to  all  gas  and  mineral  extraction  in  the  west  would  be  an  agreement  with  the 
federal  or  state  agencies  and  gas  and  mineral  owners  allowing  easements  or  preferably  leases  to 
allow  the  public  to  pass  over  and  use  the  surface  of  these  properties  for  the  public  good  in  the 
same  way  that  the  adjoining  public  lands. This  would  reduce  the  impact  of  public  use  on  present 
lands  by  including  more  accessable  acres  thus  reducing  the  impact  and  conflict  with  extraction 
procedures.  In  closing  I  would  like  to  stress  and  hope  that  those  planning  the  multi  use  intent  of 
our  public  lands  would  look  at  the  public  and  private/oil  company  land  and  realize  the  strong 
position  they  have  as  far  as  getting  the  gas  companys  to  agree  to  some  sort  of  compromise  as  far 
as  public  access.  The  private  lands  on  and  around  the  Roan  will  be  developed  and  the  public 
lands  will  surely  follow,  the  question  is  will  the  public  gain  or  lose  in  the  final  plan.  Jeff  Tonder 
PS  I  understand  that  the  east  fork  is  under  consideration  for  wilderness  status.  If  you  go  there  and 
pay  attention  you  will  see  that  there  has  been  a  road  that  ran  down  the  bottom  above  the  falls  and 
probably  led  all  the  way  to  the  valley  floor. A  much  more  pristine  creek  lies  to  the  north  with  the 
most  beautiful  and  remote  section  lying  on  gas  company  land. 


Response 

Response  ..  ,  .  ... 

Response  Text:  Topic: 

Number: 

The  proposed  RMP  includes  leasing  and  drilling  atop  the  plateau  as  part  of  a 
federal  unit,  with  lease  restrictions  on  surface  density  and  phasing  of 
1  development.  Consistent  with  development  on  ridges,  pads  would  be  located  General  Comment 

on  slopes  of  20%  or  less.  The  action  will  provide  for  non-motorized, 
mechanized,  and  motorized  travel  as  opportunities  allow.  Travel  in  areas 
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Comment: 
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Response 
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affected  by  oil  and  gas  development,  or  other  uses,  may  be  limited,  restricted, 
or  closed  to  resolve  conflicts,  provide  for  public  safety,  and  provide  for 
orderly  oil  and  gas  operations.  New  routes  associated  with  oil  and  gas  or 
other  uses  will  be  designated  administrative  access  only,  unless  specific 
objectives  for  other  resources  (e.g.,  recreational  travel  routes  or  access  to 
recreational  sites)  are  present  that  warrant  other  designations  on  a  case-by¬ 
case  basis. 


1)  We  have  been  led  to  believe  the  Transfer  Act  required  the  letting  of  leases  on  the  Roan  Plateau.  The 
Transfer  Act  does  NOT  require  the  letting  of  leases  for  either  oil  or  gas.  The  Act  specifically  refers  to 
the  letting  of  leases  for  petroleum  development  as  soon  as  practicable.  There  is  no  mention  of  letting 
leases  for  gas  development.  Further,  natural  gas  is  not  petroleum.  2)  Even  if  drilling  is  to  occur  is  it  not 
practicable  at  this  time.  The  DEIS  states  there  are  challenges  to  drilling  on  the  Plateau  that  have  not  yet 
been  overcome.  Technology  is  not  yet  sufficiently  developed  to  warrant  the  letting  of  leases  for  drilling 
on  the  Plateau.  3)  It  is  not  practicable  for  the  BLM  to  let  leases  anywhere  until  the  ability  to  conduct 
proper  oversight  operations  is  developed.  The  BLM's  Grand  Junction  and  Glenwood  Springs  offices 
have  only  three  inspectors  covering  1,831  active  wells.  From  1999  to  2003  they  found  1,783  incidents 
of  non-compliance  but  handed  out  no  fines  or  penalties.  Oversight  procedures  must  be  fully  in  place  to 
protect  the  environment,  protect  the  public,  and  to  avoid  giving  the  developers  carte  blanche.  4)  I 
support  the  Community  Alternative  with  the  stipulations  mentions  above.  It  was  initially  endorsed  by 
every  jurisdiction  in  Garfield  County  and  the  BLM  should  have  included  it  in  the  DEIS 


Response  Text: 


Topic: 


The  lands  of  the  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserves  No.  1  and  3  atop  and  below  the 
Roan  Plateau  were  transferred  to  the  Department  of  Interior  in  1997  with 
specific  direction  to  develop  a  Resource  Management  Plan  and  enter  into 
leases  for  the  exploration,  development,  and  production  of  petroleum 
resources  "as  soon  as  practicable,"  consistent  with  multiple  use 
management.  Measures  to  conserve  and/or  protect  special  and  unique 
natural  and  scenic  resources  have  been  incorporated  into  the  Proposed  Plan. 
Refer  to  Section  2.3  and  Chapter  4  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  for 
details. 

The  lands  of  the  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserves  No.  1  and  3  atop  and  below  the 
Roan  Plateau  were  transferred  to  the  Department  of  Interior  in  1997  with 
specific  direction  to  develop  a  Resource  Management  Plan  and  enter  into 
leases  for  the  exploration,  development,  and  production  of  petroleum 
resources  "as  soon  as  practicable,"  consistent  with  multiple  use 
management.  Measures  to  conserve  and/or  protect  special  and  unique 
natural  and  scenic  resources  have  been  incorporated  into  the  Proposed  Plan. 
Refer  to  Section  2.3  and  Chapter  4  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  for 
details. 

1 )  The  BLM  has  concluded  that  the  Transfer  Act  requires  oil  and  gas 
leasing  in  NOSRs  1  and  3,  consistent  with  multiple-use  management  under 
FLPMA.  Therefore,  the  Proposed  Plan  and  all  of  the  previously  analyzed 
alternatives  (except  Alternative  I,  No  Action)  included  future  oil  and  gas 
leasing  and  development  of  the  NOSRs. 

Many  of  the  basic  components  of  the  "Community  Alternative"  were 
incorporated  in  various  combinations  into  the  five  alternatives  analyzed  in 
the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  Many  of  these  components  are  also  reflected  in  the 
Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1).  For  additional 
information  regarding  the  "Community  Alternative",  please  refer  to  the 
response  to  Congressman  Salazar's  comments. 


Oil  and  Gas 


Oil  and  Gas 


Oil  and  Gas 
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Many  of  the  basic  components  of  the  "Community  Alternative"  were 
incorporated  in  various  combinations  into  the  five  alternatives  analyzed  in 

^  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  Many  of  these  components  are  also  reflected  in  the 

Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  (Section  2.3  and  Table  2-1).  For  additional 
information  regarding  the  "Community  Alternative",  please  refer  to  the 
response  to  Congressman  Salazar's  comments. 

2)  BLM  believes  that  the  Proposed  Plan  represents  a  high  degree  of 
environmental  protection  while  accommodating  some  recovery  of  the 
underlying  natural  gas  resource.  Specifically,  the  Proposed  Plan  would 
require  phased  and  clustered  development  on  top  of  the  plateau,  with  a 
focus  on  developing  along  ridgetops  and  out  of  the  environmentally  more 
sensitive  stream  valleys.  Through  a  reliance  on  directional  drilling,  up  to 

6  seventeen  wells  would  be  collocated  on  a  single  pad,  with  a  minimum 
distance  of  0.5  mile  between  pads.  Compared  to  the  No  Action 
alternative — which  would  allow  some  drilling  on  top  in  areas  not  included 
within  the  transferred  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserves — the  Proposed  Plan  is 
assumed  to  result  in  only  six  more  well  pads  (thirteen  versus  seven)  but  200 
more  wells.  The  effect  would  be  much  greater  gas  production  but  with  A 
relatively  modest  increase  in  environmental  impacts. 

3)  The  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  includes  an  emphasis  on  monitoring 
enforcement  (to  ensure  that  development  and  other  land  uses  conform  to  the 
lease  or  permit  terms  and  the  conditions  of  approval),  reclamation  success 

7  (including  how  it  relates  to  restrictions  on  the  amount  of  surface  allowed  to  Oil  and  Gas 
be  disturbed  at  any  one  time  atop  the  plateau  [i.e.,  320  acres]),  and 

vegetation  and  range  conditions  (because  of  their  importance  to  soil,  water 
quality,  wildlife,  and  livestock),  and  wildlife  management. 

4)  The  "Community  Alternative"  was  not  an  alternative  developed  and 
analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  However,  many  of  the  basic  components 

„  of  the  "Community  Alternative"  were  incorporated  in  various  combinations 

in  the  five  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS.  Many  of  these  enera 
components  are  also  reflected  in  the  Proposed  Plan  (Section  2.3  and  Table 
2-1  in  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS). 


General  Comment 


Oil  and  Gas 


Comment:  April  10,  2005  Bureau  of  Land  Management  Glenwood  Springs  Field  Office  P.O.  Box  1009 
Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81602  Attn:  Greg  Goodenow  RE:  Roan  Plateau  Comments  Dear  Mr. 
Goodenow:  As  a  concerned  Garfield  County  resident,  I  am  compelled  to  comment  about  the  Draft 
Roan  Plateau  Resource  Management  Plan  Amendment/Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(RMPA/DEIS)  which  was  released  in  November  2004.  Other  groups  have  found  fault  with  many 
aspects  of  this  very  large  and  sometimes  contradictory  document.  I  will  leave  it  to  them  to 
question  if  the  RMPA  /DEIS  document  stands  up  to  accepted  biological  research  rigor  and  follows 
key  federal/state  legal  statutes  such  as  the  Clean  Water  Act  and  Clean  Air  Act.  I  echo  their 
findings  that  wording  such  as  “No  Ground  Disturbance,”  “where  feasible  and  appropriate”  and 
other  similar  language  in  the  RMPA  not  only  is  misleading,  but  vague  and  subjective.  Objective 
criteria  and  standards  are  missing  in  the  RMPA  and  must  be  a  part  of  this  document.  Having 
thoroughly  researched  the  subject,  I  am  quite  familiar  with  the  arguments  for  and  against  drilling 
on  the  Roan  Plateau.  I  must  tell  you  I  am  not  in  favor  drilling  on  top  of  the  Roan  Plateau  nor  am  I 
in  favor  of  any  of  the  5  alternatives.  According  to  BLM  figures,  86%  of  the  gas  reserve  likely  to  be 
developed  in  the  Planning  Area  is  accessible  without  drilling  on  top  of  the  Plateau.  While 
technological  advances  are  occurring,  there  is  still  and  will  always  be  considerable  habitat 
destruction  and  irreversible  damage  created  by  gas  pad  site  development,  increased  heavy 
equipment  and  truck  traffic.  The  report  minimally  and  inadequately  addresses  noxious  week 
control,  a  very  real  and  direct  consequence  of  surface  disturbance.  Given  the  unique  and  complex 
nature  of  the  Roan  Plateau  habitat,  I  do  not  feel  the  long-term  negative  impacts  are  worth  the  14% 
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of  gas  retrievable  by  drilling  from  the  top.  Very  bluntly,  I  do  not  believe  the  current  attitudes  of  the 
gas  companies  nor  the  current  management  of  the  oil  and  gas  industry  by  the  BLM  in  Garfield 
County  is  acceptable.  I  do  not  trust  the  BLM’s  ability  nor  commitment  to  enforce  the  already 
vague  and  therefore  subjective  restrictions  that  are  listed  in  the  RMPA.  Let  me  give  you  two 
examples:  While  gas-producing  companies  are  well  aware  of  seasonal  closures,  they  routinely  start 
the  drilling  process  just  prior  to  the  closure  dates  knowing  they  cannot  meet  the  seasonal  closure 
deadline.  They  then  ask  for  an  extension  from  the  BLM,  citing  “public  safety  reasons”  and  the 
BLM  easily  grants  the  extension.  Drilling  operations  continue  well  into  the  closure  period.  This 
was  most  recently  documented  in  Mamm  Creek  in  2004  and  reported  by  the  Glenwood  Springs 
Post  Independent.  Another  disturbing  trend  occurs  when  a  production  company  secures  a  lease 
with  seasonal  closure  restrictions  and  begins  mapping  their  drilling  timelines.  Many  times 
companies  will  immediately  make  an  argument  to  the  BLM  that  these  restrictions  be  lifted.  The 
lifting  of  these  restrictions  by  the  BLM  is  more  routine  than  the  exception  and  is  a  blatant 
disregard  for  the  wildlife  and  habitat  protections  put  into  place  and  agreed  to  by  the  companies  at 
the  time  the  lease  was  signed.  It  seems  to  me  that  if  the  BLM  is  already  undermining  many  of  the 
wildlife  and  habitat  protection  processes  already  in  place  in  Garfield  County  in  favor  of  oil  and  gas 
drilling,  what  confidence  do  I  have  that  the  agency  will  hold  true  to  the  habitat  and  wildlife 
protections  it  professes  for  the  Roan  Plateau  which  holds  even  more  critical  wildlife  habitat, 
undisturbed  acreage,  unpolluted  rivers  and  streams?  Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on 
the  Draft  Roan  Plateau  Resource  Management  Plan  Amendment.  Kind  regards 


Response 

Response 

Number: 


Response  Text: 


Topic: 


1)  Regarding  substantive  issues  raised  in  the  comment,  BLM  believes  that 
the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  provide  all  of  the 

,  information  required  under  NEPA,  FLPMA,  and  BLM  policies  to  serve  as  a  „  .  „ 

1  ,  .  c  ,  r.  A  ,  ,,  r  General  Comment 

basis  tor  the  analysis  and  disclosure  ot  impacts  under  a  reasonable  range  of 

alternatives  and  to  support  the  selection  and  implementation  of  a  Plan 

Amendment. 

2)  BLM  believes  that  the  description  of  weed  monitoring  and  management 
was  adequate  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  (Sections  4.3.1  and  4.5.4).  The 

Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  would  emphasize  implementation  of  an  integrated  Upland  Vegetation  and 

2  weed  management  program  (which  included  mechanical,  biological,  and  Riparian/Wetland 
chemical  methods)  to  deter  and  control  noxious  weeds.  This  would  include  Areas 
promoting  healthy  native  plant  communities  as  well  as  prevention, 

inventory,  detection,  monitoring,  and  specific  project  and  control  actions. 

The  lands  of  the  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserves  No.  1  and  3  atop  and  below  the 
Roan  Plateau  were  transferred  to  the  Department  of  Interior  in  1997  with 
specific  direction  to  develop  a  Resource  Management  Plan  and  enter  into 
leases  for  the  exploration,  development,  and  production  of  petroleum 

3  resources  "as  soon  as  practicable,"  consistent  with  multiple  use  Oil  and  Gas 

management.  Measures  to  conserve  and/or  protect  special  and  unique 

natural  and  scenic  resources  have  been  incorporated  into  the  Proposed  Plan. 

Refer  to  Section  2.3  and  Chapter  4  of  the  Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  for 
details. 

Much  more  detail  regarding  some  of  the  issues  raised  in  your  comments 
^  may  be  found  in  the  responses  to  written  comments  from  elected  officials,  Qenera|  ^ 

Cooperating  Agencies,  interest  groups,  and  other  members  of  the  public. 

They  are  organized  by  topic  area. 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Notice  of  Availability  of  the  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  Amendment  and 

Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  the  Roan  Plateau  planning  area, 

including  the  former  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserves  (NOSRs)  1  &  3;  Glenwood  Springs  and 

White  River  Field  Offices  in  Garfield  and  Rio  Blanco  Counties,  Colorado. 

SUMMARY:  The  Draft  RMPA/EIS  for  the  Roan  Plateau  planning  area,  which  includes 
the  former  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserves  1  and  3,  is  available  for  90  days  for  public  review 
and  comment.  BLM  has  prepared  the  document  in  accordance  with  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  of  1969,  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management 
Act  of  1976  (FLPMA),  and  regulatory  requirements 

The  Roan  Plateau  planning  area  contains  about  73,602  acres  of  federal  lands  managed  by 
the  BLM,  including  both  surface  and  subsurface  (mineral)  estates.  The  planning  area 
totals  about  127,000  acres.  Although  the  planning  area  boundary  includes  private  lands, 
BLM’s  decisions  will  apply  only  to  the  land  managed  by  BLM. 

The  five  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  present  differing  management 
approaches  for  the  physical,  biological,  visual,  recreational,  cultural,  and  other  resources 
within  the  planning  area.  These  include  differing  degrees  and  combinations  of  special 
resource  management  designations,  travel  restrictions,  mitigation  or  other  protective 
measures,  and  leasing  for  oil  and  gas  development.  As  required  by  BLM’s  planning 
regulations,  BLM  has  selected  a  “preferred  alternative”  (Alternative  3).  However,  the 
alternative  ultimately  adopted  by  BLM  may  comprise  components  contained  in  any  of  the 
alternatives  presented  in  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS  and/or  other  components  within  the  range 
of  actions  analyzed.  The  public  is  therefore  encouraged  to  comment  on  the  components 
of  any  or  all  of  the  alternatives.  Comments  should  focus  on  specific  management  actions 
being  considered  and  the  adequacy  of  analysis.  BLM  will  publish  responses  to  the 
comments  as  part  of  the  Proposed  RMP  A/Final  EIS. 

DOCUMENT  REVIEW  AND  AVAILABILITY:  The  Draft  RMPA/EIS  may  be  reviewed 
(1)  at  the  BLM  Glenwood  Springs  Field  Office,  50629  Highway  6  and  24,  Glenwood 
Springs,  CO  81601,  (2)  at  the  BLM  White  River  Field  Office,  73544  Highway  64, 
Meeker,  CO  81641  or  (3)  by  visiting  one  of  the  Garfield  County,  Colorado,  public 
libraries.  BLM  offices  are  open  from  7:45  a.m.  to  4:30  p.m.  except  weekends  and 
holidays.  A  copy  of  the  document  may  be  obtained  in  electronic,  CD,  or  hard  copy  form 
by  one  of  the  following:  (1)  downloading  from  the  project  website 
(www.roanplateau.ene.com);  (2)  requesting  a  copy  via  the  project  website;  (3)  writing  to 
ROAN  RMPA  REQUEST,  BLM,  Glenwood  Springs  Field  Office  at  the  address  above; 
or  (4)  calling  the  BLM  at  970-947-2800. 

PUBLIC  COMMENTS:  BLM  will  accept  only  written  comments  on  the  Draft 
RMPA/EIS.  The  comment  period  shall  extend  for  90  days  following  publication  of  its 
availability  by  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  in  the  Federal  Register.  This 
period  is  expected  to  end  on  approximately  February  28,  2005.  The  exact  closing  date  of 
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the  comment  period  and  other  information  will  be  posted  on  the  project  website  cited 
above  and  will  be  available  at  BLM’s  Glenwood  Springs  Field  Office.  Comments  may 
be  submitted  on  the  project  website  or  sent  in  writing  via  the  U.S.  Postal  Service  or 
private  delivery  service  to  BLM  at  the  address  above.  Additional  information  on  how  to 
comment  and  public  participation  in  the  planning  process  is  presented  on  the  website  and 
on  the  inside  front  cover  of  the  document. 

PUBLIC  MEETINGS:  Informational  public  meetings  will  be  held  as  follows:  December 
13,  2004  -  Battlement  Mesa  Activity  Center,  0398  Arroyo  Drive,  Parachute,  CO  81635; 
December  15,  2004  -  Garfield  County  Fairgrounds  (“New  Hall”),  1001  Railroad  Avenue, 
Rifle,  CO  81650,;  December  16,  2004  -  Glenwood  Springs  Community  Center,  100 
Wulfsohn  Road,  Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81601.  All  three  meetings  are  scheduled  to 
begin  at  6:30  p.m.  and  end  at  8:30  p.m. 

FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT:  For  further  information  or  to  have  your  name 
added  to  the  mailing  list,  visit  the  project  website  cited  above.  For  other  questions, 
contact:  Greg  Goodenow  -  Planning  and  Environmental  Coordinator,  Steve  Bennett  - 
Associate  Field  Manager,  or  Jamie  Connell  -  Field  Manager  at  the  Glenwood  Springs 
Field  Office  (970-947-2800)  or  by  e-mail  (colorado_roanplateau@co.blm.gov). 

BLM  WELCOMES  AND  APPRECIATES  PUBLIC  PARTICIPATION. 

DATE:  November  19,  2004 
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Dated:  November  15,  2004. 

Paul  Schmidt, 

Assistant  Director — Migratory  Birds  and  State 
Programs. 

[FR  Doc.  04-26179  Filed  1 1-24-04;  8:45  am] 

BILLING  CODE  4310-55-P 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

Notice  of  Intent  To  Prepare  an 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for 
the  Lower  Lake  Rancheria  Casino- 
Hotel  Project,  Oakland,  CA 

AGENCY:  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs, 
Interior. 

ACTION:  Notice. 

SUMMARY:  This  notice  advises  the  public 
that  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  (BIA) 
as  lead  agency,  with  the  Lower  Lake 
Rancheria  Koi  Nation  as  a  cooperating 
agency,  intends  to  gather  information 
necessary  for  preparing  an 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 
for  a  proposed  casino  and  hotel  project 
to  be  located  in  Oakland,  California.  The 
purpose  of  the  proposed  action  is  to 
help  provide  a  land  base  for,  and 
address  the  socio-economic  needs  of  the 
Lower  Lake  Rancheria  Koi  Nation.  This 
notice  also  announces  a  public  scoping 
meeting  to  identify  potential  issues, 
concerns  and  alternatives  to  be 
considered  in  the  EIS. 

DATES:  Written  comments  on  the  scope 
and  implementation  of  this  proposal 
must  arrive  by  December  29,  2004.  The 
public  scoping  meeting,  to  be  co-hosted 
by  the  BIA  and  the  Lower  Lake 
Rancheria  Koi  Nation,  will  be  held 
Wednesday,  December  15,  2004,  from  6 
p.m.  to  9  p.m.,  or  until  the  last  public 
comment  is  received. 

ADDRESSES:  You  may  mail  or  hand  carry 
written  comments  to  Clay  Gregory, 
Regional  Director,  Pacific  Regional 
Office,  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  2800 
Cottage  Way,  Sacramento,  California 
95825.  The  public  scoping  meeting  will 
be  at  the  East  Oakland  Senior  Center, 
9255  Edes  Avenue,  Oakland,  CA  94603. 
FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT:  John 
Rydzik,  (916)  978-6042. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  The  Lower 
Lake  Rancheria  Koi  Nation  is  presently 
a  landless  federally-recognized  tribe, 
governed  by  a  tribal  council  elected 
pursuant  to  its  constitution.  The  Lower 
Lake  Rancheria  Koi  Nation  is  eligible  to 
acquire  land  to  be  placed  in  trust. 

The  land  proposed  to  be  placed  in 
trust,  a  35.45-acre  paved  land  parcel,  is 
located  within  the  incorporated  City  of 
Oakland  in  Alameda  County,  California. 
The  project  parcel  is  located  southeast 


of  San  Leandro  Bay,  across  the  “Airport 
Channel’’  from  Oakland  International 
Airport,  at  the  corner  of  Swan  Way  and 
Pardee  Drive. 

The  tribe  and  developers  are  currently 
conducting  a  marketing  study  to  assist 
in  determining  the  overall  size  of  the 
proposed  facility.  At  this  time,  the 
casino  can  be  expected  to  be 
approximately  200,000  square  feet  in 
size,  which  would  be  constructed 
during  Phase  I.  Phase  II  would  include 
the  construction  and  operation  of  a  300 
room  hotel  on  the  project  site.  The 
casino  footprint  would  consist  of  a 
combination  of  uses,  including  the  main 
gaming  hall,  food  and  beverage 
facilities,  banking  and  administration 
facilities,  and  possibly  an  event  center. 
The  conceptual  design  of  the  facility  is 
expected  to  be  completed  prior  to  the 
public  scoping  meeting  announced  in 
this  notice. 

Areas  of  environmental  concern  to  be 
addressed  in  the  EIS  include  land  use, 
geology  and  soils,  water  resources, 
agricultural  resources,  biological 
resources,  cultural  resources,  mineral 
resources,  paleontological  resources, 
traffic  and  transportation,  noise,  air 
quality,  public  health/environmental 
hazards,  public  services  and  utilities, 
hazardous  waste  and  materials,  socio¬ 
economics,  environmental  justice,  and 
visual  resources/aesthetics.  In  addition 
to  the  proposed  action,  a  reasonable 
range  of  alternatives,  including  a  no¬ 
action  alternative,  will  be  analyzed  in 
the  EIS.  The  range  of  issues  and 
alternatives  may  be  expanded  based  on 
comments  received  during  the  scoping 
process. 

Public  Comment  Availability 

Comments,  including  names  and 
addresses  of  respondents,  will  be 
available  for  public  review  at  the  BIA 
address  shown  in  the  ADDRESSES 
section,  during  business  hours,  8  a.m.  to 
4:30  p.m.,  Monday  through  Friday, 
except  holidays.  Individual  respondents 
may  request  confidentiality.  If  you  wish 
us  to  withhold  your  name  and/or 
address  from  public  review  or  from 
disclosure  under  the  Freedom  of 
Information  Act,  you  must  state  this 
prominently  at  the  beginning  of  your 
written  comment.  Such  requests  will  be 
honored  to  the  extent  allowed  by  the 
law.  We  will  not,  however,  consider 
anonymous  comments.  All  submissions 
from  organizations  or  businesses,  and 
from  individuals  identifying  themselves 
as  representatives  or  officials  of 
organizations  or  businesses,  will  be 
made  available  for  public  inspection  in 
their  entirety. 


Authority 

This  notice  is  published  in 
accordance  with  section  1503.1  of  the 
Council  of  Environmental  Quality 
Regulations  (40  CFR  parts  1500  through 
1508)  implementing  the  procedural 
requirements  of  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969,  as 
amended  (42  U.S.C.  4371  etseq), 
Department  of  the  Interior  Manual  (516 
DM  1-6),  and  is  in  the  exercise  of 
authority  delegated  to  the  Principal 
Deputy  Assistant  Secretary — Indian 
Affairs  by  209  DM  8.1. 

Dated:  November  16,  2004. 

Michael  D.  Olsen, 

Acting  Principal  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary — 
Indian  Affairs. 

[FR  Doc.  04-26193  Filed  1 1-24-04:  8:45  am] 

BILLING  CODE  4310-W7-P 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
[CO-1 40-1 61 0-DS-009C] 

Notice  of  Availability  of  the  Draft 
Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP) 
Amendment  and  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  the  Roan 
Plateau  Planning  Area,  Including  the 
Former  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserves 
(NOSR)  1  &  3;  Glenwood  Springs  and 
White  River  Field  Offices  in  Garfield 
and  Rio  Blanco  Counties,  CO 

AGENCY:  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
(BLM),  Interior. 

ACTION:  Notice  of  availability. 

SUMMARY:  The  Draft  RMP  Amendment/ 
Draft  EIS  for  the  Roan  Plateau  planning 
area,  which  includes  the  former  Naval 
Oil  Shale  Reserves  1  and  3,  is  available 
for  90  days  for  public  review  and 
comment.  BLM  has  prepared  the 
document,  and  is  announcing  this 
comment  period,  in  accordance  with  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(NEPA)  of  1969,  the  Federal  Land  Policy 
and  Management  Act  of  1976  (FLPMA), 
and  regulatory  requirements 
DATES:  The  BLM  will  accept  written 
comments  on  the  Draft  RMP 
Amendment/Draft  EIS  for  90  days 
following  the  publication  of  its 
availability  by  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  (EPA)  in  the  Federal 
Register.  BLM  will  announce  future 
public  meetings  and  any  other  public 
involvement  activities  at  least  1 5  days 
in  advance  through  public  notices  in 
local  newspapers  (Glenwood  Springs 
and  Rifle,  Colorado),  through  local 
media  news  releases,  on  the  project  Web 
site  at  http://www.roanplateau.ene.com, 
and/or  through  mailings. 
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ADDRESSES:  Copies  of  the  Roan  Plateau 
Draft  RMP  Amendment/Draft  EIS  and 
additional  information  can  be  obtained, 
and/or  downloaded,  by  the  public  via 
the  Internet  at:  http:// 
www.roanplateau.ene.com.  The  public 
can  also  obtain  a  copy  of  the  Draft  by 
writing  to:  Roan  RMPA  Request,  Bureau 
of  Land  Management,  Glenwood 
Springs  Field  Office,  P.O.  Box  1009, 
Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado  81602. 

Submit  written  comments  to:  Roan 
Plateau  Comments — Attention  Greg 
Goodenow,  at  the  address  shown  above. 
Comments  also  may  be  submitted 
electronically  at  http:// 
www.roanplateau.ene.com:  click  on  the 
comment  tab  and  follow  the  directions. 
Comments  from  organizations  or 
businesses  will  be  made  available  to  the 
public  in  their  entirety.  Individuals,  by 
contrast,  may  request  confidentiality 
with  respect  to  their  name,  address,  and 
phone  number.  If  individuals  wish  to 
have  their  name  or  street  address 
withheld  from  public  review,  or  from 
disclosure  under  the  Freedom  of 
Information  Act.  the  first  line  of  their 
comment  must  start  with  the  words 
“CONFIDENTIALITY  REQUESTED”  in 
uppercase  letters  in  order  for  BLM  to 
comply  with  your  request.  Such 
requests  will  be  honored  to  the  extent 
allowed  by  law.  Comment  contents  will 
not  be  kept  confidential.  Comments 
(including  names  and  addresses  of 
respondents  except  as  previously  noted) 
will  be  available  for  public  review  at  the 
BLM  Glenwood  Springs  Field  Office, 
50629  Highways  6  &  24,  Glenwood 
Springs,  Colorado,  during  normal 
working  hours  (7:45  a.m.  to  4:30  p.m., 
except  weekends  and  holidays). 

The  public  may  view  the  Draft  RMP 
Amendment/Draft  EIS  and  associated 
documents  such  as  maps,  planning 
criteria,  and  supporting  background 
information  at  several  locations: 

•  The  project  Web  site  at  http:// 
www.roanplateau.ene.com.  Documents 
may  be  downloaded  in  PDF  format  from 
this  site.  The  public  can  also  request  a 
copy  of  the  document  by  visiting  this 
Web  site  (the  BLM  can  mail  an 
individual  or  group  a  CD,  for  example). 

•  The  BLM  Glenwood  Springs  Field 
Office  (50629  Highways  6  &  24, 
Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado)  or  the 
White  River  Field  Office  (73544 
Highway  64,  Meeker,  Colorado,  81641) 
during  normal  working  hours  (7:45  a.m. 
to  4:30  p.m.,  except  weekends  and 
holidays). 

•  The  Garfield  County  (Colorado) 
Public  Libraries.  Locations  are  provided 
on  the  project  Web  site. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT:  For 

further  information,  to  comment,  and/or 


to  have  your  name  added  to  the  mailing 
list,  visit  the  Web  site  shown  above.  For 
other  questions,  you  may  also  contact: 
Greg  Goodenow — Planning  and 
Environmental  Coordinator,  Steve 
Bennett — Associate  Field  Manager,  or 
Jamie  Connell — Field  Manager  at  the 
Glenwood  Springs  Field  Office,  Bureau 
of  Land  Management,  P.O.  Box  1009 
Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado  81602.  The 
Glenwood  Springs  Field  Office 
telephone  number  is  (970)  947-2800. 

All  three  can  be  reached  via  e-mail  at 
colorado_roanplateau@co.hlm.gov. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  The  Roan 
Plateau  planning  area  analyzed  in  the 
Draft  RMP  Amendment/Draft  EIS 
contains  about  73,602  acres  of  Federal 
land  managed  by  the  BLM  (both  surface 
and  subsurface  estate).  The  planning 
area  totals  about  127,000  acres. 

Although  the  planning  area  boundary 
includes  private  lands,  the  BLM’s 
decisions  will  only  apply  to  the 
approximately  73,602  acres  of  land 
(surface  and  subsurface  estate)  that  BLM 
manages. 

Most  of  the  planning  area  is  in 
western  Garfield  County,  Colorado;  a 
small  portion  is  in  southern  Rio  Blanco 
County,  Colorado.  The  planning  area 
lies  north  of  Interstate  70  between  the 
towns  of  Rifle  and  Parachute  and 
consists  of  three  visually,  geologically, 
and  ecologically  distinct  areas:  (1)  Xeric 
(dry)  semi-desert  habitats  at  lower 
elevations,  (2)  relatively  mesic  (moist) 
montane  and  subalpine  habitats  at 
higher  elevations,  and  (3)  a  band  of  high 
and  most  unbroken  cliffs  separating 
these  areas.  Lands  within  the  planning 
area  drain  westward  to  Parachute  Creek, 
eastward  to  Government  Creek,  or 
southward  to  the  Colorado  River. 
Parachute  Creek  and  Government  Creek 
are  also  tributaries  of  the  Colorado 
River. 

The  Roan  Plateau  RMP  Amendment 
will  amend  two  existing  Resource 
Management  Plans: 

•  The  Glenwood  Springs  Resource 
Management  Plan  approved  January 
1984;  revised  1988;  amended  November 
1991,  November  1996,  August  1997, 
March  1999,  November  1999,  and 
September  2002. 

•  The  White  River  Resource  Area 
RMP,  approved  July  1997. 

Once  approved,  the  Record  of 
Decision  (ROD)  for  the  Roan  Plateau 
RMP  Amendment  will  replace  all 
existing  management  plans  for  the  BLM 
lands  within  the  planning  area. 

The  Federal  Land  Management  and 
Policy  Act  of  1976  (FLPMA)  is  the 
principal  law  that  guides  planning  and 
management  for  BLM-administered 
lands.  Public  Law  105-85,  the  National 


Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal 
Year  1998,  Section  3404  (the  transfer 
act),  dated,  November  18,  1997, 
transferred  the  administrative  and 
management  responsibility  for  about 
56,000  acres  of  land  from  Department  of 
Energy  to  BLM.  These  lands  were 
referred  to  as  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserves 

I  and  3.  Public  Law  105-85  directed 
BLM  to  enter  into  leases  with  one  or 
more  private  entities  for  the  purpose  of 
exploration,  development  and 
production  of  petroleum.  In  addition, 
the  act  stipulates  that  the  transferred 
lands  be  managed  in  accordance  with 
the  Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act  (FLPMA)  and  other 
laws  applicable  to  public  lands. 

The  alternatives  present  differing 
management  approaches  for  the  various 
natural,  biological,  and  cultural 
resources  within  the  planning  area.  As 
required  by  the  BLM’s  planning 
regulations  (43  CFR  1610.4-7),  the  BLM 
has  selected  a  “preferred  alternative”, 
alternative  3,  in  the  Draft  RMP 
Amendment.  Commenters  should  note 
that  the  preferred  alternative  and/or  the 
components  of  the  preferred  alternative 
may  be  changed  between  the  Draft  RMP 
Amendment/Draft  EIS  and  Proposed 
RMP  Amendment/Final  EIS  to  respond 
to  public  and  cooperating  agency 
comments,  and  any  other  pertinent 
information  provided  to  BLM. 

The  alternative  ultimately  adopted  by 
BLM  may  be  comprised  from 
components  contained  in  any  of  the 
alternatives  presented  in  the  Draft  RMP 
Amendment/Draft  EIS,  and/or 
components  within  the  range  of  actions 
analyzed.  Commenters  are  therefore 
encouraged  to  comment  on  components 
of  any  or  all  of  the  alternatives,  rather 
than  on  any  one  alternative  as  a  whole 
(e.g.,  the  preferred  alternative). 
Comments  should  focus  on  specific 
management  actions  being  considered 
and  the  adequacy  of  analysis.  The  BLM 
will  publish  responses  to  the  comments 
as  part  of  the  Proposed  RMP 
Amendment/Final  EIS. 

The  Draft  RMP  Amendment/Draft  EIS 
evaluates  the  Continuation  of  Current 
Management  (No  Action)  in  Alternative 
I,  and  four  other  alternative 
management  approaches  in  Alternatives 

II  through  V.  Specific  issues  include 
management  of:  oil  and  gas  resources, 
fish  and  wildlife  habitat,  rare  plant 
habitat,  ecological  richness,  visual 
resources,  travel  and  transportation, 
livestock  grazing,  wilderness 
characteristics,  forest  resources, 
recreation,  use  authorizations  such  as 
rights-of-way,  other  land  uses,  and  the 
economic  effects  of  management  of  the 
various  resources. 
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Three  areas  (totaling  21,382  acres) 
found  to  contain  wilderness  character 
by  BLM,  are  being  considered  for 
management  to  maintain  their 
wilderness  characteristics  within  the 
range  of  alternatives.  The  Draft  RMP/ 
Draft  EIS  will  include  an  analysis  of 
alternative  management  prescriptions 
for  these  three  areas.  On  April  11,  2003, 
a  settlement  agreement  was  reached 
between  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
and  the  State  of  Utah,  Utah  School  and 
Institutional  Trust  Lands 
Administration,  and  Utah  Association  of 
Counties.  Consistent  with  that 
settlement  and  subsequent  policies 
issued  by  BLM,  the  Draft  RMP 
Amendment/Draft  EIS  will  not  consider 
the  designation  of  new  Wilderness 
Study  Areas  (WSAs),  or  the 
classification  or  management  of  BLM 
lands  as  if  they  are  or  may  become 
WSAs.  However,  alternatives  for  the 
protection  and  management  of 
wilderness  characteristics  will  be 
considered. 

The  BLM  is  considering  three  types  of 
administrative  designations  for  federal 
lands  in  the  planning  area: 

•  One  Special  Recreation 
Management  Area  (SRMA). 

•  Various  configurations  of  four  areas 
as  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern  (ACECs)  to  protect  important 
ecological  or  other  values. 

•  Two  configurations  of  a  watershed 
management  area. 

Several  stream  segments  have  been 
found  to  be  eligible  for  further  study  to 
determine  their  suitability  for 
designation  as  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers. 
Under  all  alternatives  these  stream 
segments  would  be  managed  to  protect 
pertinent  values  until  such  time  as  a 
suitability  study  and  further  planning  is 
completed. 

Oil  and  gas  leasing  is  being 
considered  throughout  the 
approximately  73,600  acres  of  public 
lands  within  the  planning  area,  along 
with  potential  lease  terms  and 
conditions. 

Jamie  E.  Connell, 

Manager,  Clenwood  Springs  Field  Office. 

[FR  Doc.  04-26316  Filed  1 1-24-04;  8:45  am] 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
[UT  020-1 430-ES] 

Notice  of  Intent  To  Amend  the 
Randolph  Management  Framework 
Plan 

AGENCY:  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
Interior. 


ACTION:  Notice  of  intent. 

SUMMARY:  This  notice  is  to  advise  the 
public  that  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  (BLM)  is  proposing  to 
amend  the  Randolph  Management 
Framework  Plan  (MFP)  affecting  public 
lands  located  in  the  Rich  County,  Utah. 
This  proposed  amendment  is  being 
conducted  in  conjunction  with  a 
Coordinated  Resource  Management  Plan 
effort  with  the  county  and  will  address 
a  variety  of  issues  related  to  rangeland 
health,  wildlife,  and  livestock 
management.  The  amendment  will  also 
evaluate  the  potential  for  wind  energy 
development  in  the  county.  Several 
preliminary  issues  have  been  identified 
including,  but  not  limited  to,  rangeland 
health  and  riparian  management, 
wildlife  habitat  for  sagebrush  obligate 
species  and  fisheries,  and  visual 
resource  management. 
dates:  The  comment  period  for  the 
proposed  plan  amendment  will 
commence  with  publication  of  this 
notice.  Comments  must  be  submitted  on 
or  before  January  25,  2005.  Notice  of 
Public  Meetings  will  be  published  in 
local  newspapers. 

ADDRESSES:  If  you  wish  to  participate  in 
this  planning  effort,  identify  issues  of 
concern,  or  provide  ideas  that  could 
assist  the  BLM  and  its  partners  with 
alternative  management  strategies  for 
analysis  purposes,  or  request  additional 
information,  you  may  do  so  by  any  of 
several  methods.  You  may  mail,  hand 
deliver,  or  fax  your  written  comments 
to:  Curtis  Warrick,  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  Renewable  Resources 
Advisor,  Salt  Lake  Field  Office,  2370 
South  2300  West,  Salt  Lake  City,  UT 
84119,  Fax:  801-977-4397.  Upon 
request,  comments,  including  names 
and  street  addresses  of  respondents,  will 
be  available  for  public  review  at  the  Salt 
Lake  Field  Office  during  regular 
business  hours  8  a.m.  to  4  p.m.,  Monday 
through  Friday,  except  holidays. 

Individual  respondents  may  request 
confidentiality.  If  you  wish  to  withhold 
your  name  or  street  address  from  public 
review  or  from  disclosure  under  the 
Freedom  of  Information  Act,  you  must 
state  this  prominently  at  the  beginning 
of  your  written  comment  .  Such  requests 
will  be  honored  to  the  extent  allowed  by 
law.  We  will  not,  however,  consider 
anonymous  comments.  Ah  submissions 
from  organizations  or  businesses,  and 
from  individuals  identifying  themselves 
as  representatives  or  officials  of 
organizations  or  businesses,  will  be 
made  available  for  public  inspection  in 
their  entirety.  The  current  MFP  as  well 
as  all  other  documents  relevant  to  this 
planning  process  are  available  for  public 
review  at  the  Salt  Lake  Field  Office, 


2370  South  2300  West,  Salt  Lake  City, 
UT  84119  Monday  through  Friday 
(excluding  legal  holidays),  from  8  a.m. 
to  4  p.m. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Curtis  Warrick,  Salt  Lake  Field  Office, 
2370  South  2300  West,  Salt  Lake  City, 
UT  84119.  Existing  planning  documents 
and  information  are  available  at  the 
above  address  or  telephone  (801)  977- 
4332. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  The 

proposed  amendment  to  the  MFP  and 
associated  environmental  assessment 
(EA)  would  update  the  Randolph  MFP 
which  was  completed  in  1980.  It  is 
anticipated  that  this  process  will 
include  both  resource  management 
planning  and  implementation  level 
decisions.  This  MFP  amendment  would 
address  the  following  planning  level 
decisions:  Identification  of  goals, 
objectives,  and  or  desired  future 
conditions  for  sagebrush  steppe 
ecosystems  and  riparian  resources, 
potential  vegetation  enhancement 
strategies,  and  address  the  potential/ 
criteria  for  potential  wind  energy 
development  in  Rich  County.  The  EA 
would  also  address  the  following 
implementation  level  decisions: 
Development  of  pro-active  grazing 
strategies  to  fulfill  permitting 
requirements  on  18  grazing  allotments 
and  a  wildlife/livestock  cooperative 
management  area  in  order  to  enhance 
riparian  and  sagebrush  steppe 
ecosystems.  This  MFP  amendment  is 
being  conducted  concurrently  with  the 
Rich  County  Coordinated  Resource 
Management  Plan  (CRMP);  an 
addendum  to  the  Rich  County 
Comprehensive  Plan.  Throughout  this 
process,  BLM  will  work  collaboratively 
with  Rich  County  and  a  broad  base  of 
CRMP  partners  including  but  not 
limited  to:  the  Wasatch-Cache  National 
Forest,  Utah  Wild  Project,  Audubon 
Society,  Utah  State  University, 
Cooperative  Extension  Service,  Trout 
Unlimited,  ranching  community 
members,  and  Utah  State  Department  of 
Wildlife  Resources. 

Dated:  October  27,  2004. 

Sally  Wisely, 

State  Director. 

[FR  Doc.  04-26152  Filed  1 1-24-04;  8:45  am] 
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Alternatives  Considered 

Remediation  alternatives  for  the 
disposal  of  surface  contamination 
include  on-site  disposal  of  the  mill 
tailings  at  their  current  location  in 
Moab,  Utah;  and  three  off-site  disposal 
alternatives  in  Utah:  Klondike  Flats, 
near  Moab;  Crescent  Junction,  near  the 
town  of  Crescent  Junction  and  about  20 
miles  east  of  the  town  of  Green  River; 
and  the  White  Mesa  Mill  within  a  few 
miles  of  the  towns  of  Blanding  and 
White  Mesa  and  the  Ute  Mountain  Ute 
Indian  Reservation.  The  draft  EIS 
considers  three  modes  of  transporting 
the  mill  tailings  to  the  off-site 
alternatives:  truck,  rail,  and  slurry 
pipeline.  In  addition,  the  draft  EIS 
evaluates  active  ground  water 
remediation  to  eliminate  the  potential 
ongoing  impacts  to  aquatic  species  in 
the  Colorado  River  resulting  from  the 
discharge  of  contaminated  ground  water 
into  the  river. 

In  accordance  with  NEPA 
requirements,  the  draft  EIS  also 
analyzes,  for  comparative  purposes,  a 
No  Action  alternative.  Under  the  No 
Action  alternative,  DOE  would  cease  the 
active  management  that  DOE  currently 
provides  of  the  mill  tailings  currently 
stored  on-site.  Discharge  of 
contaminated  ground  water  into  the 
Colorado  River  would  continue  under 
the  No  Action  alternative. 

DOE  has  not  yet  identified  a  preferred 
alternative.  DOE  will  consider  the 
analyses  provided  in  the  EIS  as  well  as 
comments  on  the  document  in 
determining  its  preferred  alternative, 
which  will  be  identified  in  the  final  EIS. 

Distribution  and  Availability  of  the 
Draft  EIS 

Copies  of  the  draft  EIS  were 
distributed  to  Members  of  Congress, 
Federal,  State,  and  Indian  tribal 
governments,  local  officials,  persons, 
agencies,  and  organizations  who  have 
expressed  an  interest  in  the  EIS  process. 
Copies  of  the  draft  EIS  may  also  be 
requested  as  indicated  previously  in  the 
ADDRESSES  and  FOR  FURTHER 
INFORMATION  CONTACT  sections  of  this 
notice.  The  draft  EIS  is  available 
electronically  on  the  Internet  at  http:// 
www.gj.em.doe.gov/moab/,  and  is  also 
available  on  the  DOE  NEPA  Web  site  at 
http://www.eh.doe.gov/nepa/.  Copies  of 
the  draft  EIS  have  been  placed  in  the 
Grand  County  Public  Library,  Blanding 
Branch  Library,  and  the  White  Mesa  Ute 
Administrative  Building,  and  in  the 
DOE  Public  Reading  Room  in  Grand 
Junction,  Colorado.  Copies  may  also  be 
requested  by  contacting  DOE  toll  free  at 
1-800-637-4575. 


Addresses  of  Public  Reading  Rooms 
and  Libraries: 

Grand  County  Library,  25  South  100 
East,  Moab,  Utah,  (435)  259-5421. 
Library  hours:  9  a.m.  to  9  p.m. 
Monday  through  Friday,  10  a.m.  to  6 
p.m,  Saturday,  Closed  Sunday. 
Blanding  Branch  Library,  25  West  300 
South,  Blanding,  Utah,  (435)  678- 
2335.  Library  hours:  Noon  to  7  p.m. 
Monday  through  Thursday,  2  to  6 
p.m.  Friday,  10  a.m.  to  2  p.m. 
Saturday. 

White  Mesa  Ute  Administrative 
Building  (off  U.S.  Highway  191), 
White  Mesa,  Utah,  (435)  678-3397. 
Reading  Room  hours:  8  a.m.  to  4:30 
p.m.  Monday  through  Friday,  Closed 
weekends. 

The  DOE  Freedom  of  Information  Act 
Office  and  Reading  Room,  Room  1E- 
190,  1000  Independence  Ave,  SW., 
Washington,  DC  20585,  (202)  586-3142. 

Public  Hearings:  DOE  will  conduct 
four  public  hearings  on  the  draft  EIS 
(see  DATES  above). 

Issued  in  Washington,  DC,  on  November 
30,  2004. 

Dr.  Ines  Triay, 

Deputy  Chief  Operating  Officer. 

[FR  Doc.  04-26627  Filed  12-2-04;  8:45  am] 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION 

AGENCY 

[ER-FRL-6658-2] 

Environmental  Impact  Statements; 

Notice  of  Availability 

Responsible  Agency:  Office  of  Federal 

Activities,  General  Information  (202) 

260-5073  or  (202)  260-5075. 

Weekly  receipt  of  Environmental  Impact 
Statements  Filed  November  22,  2004 
Through  November  26,  2004  Pursuant 
to  40  CFR  1506.9. 

EIS  No.  040543,  Final  EIS,  FHW,  MI, 
MI-59  Livingston  County  Widening 
Project  between  1-96  and  US  23, 
Recommended  Alternative  was 
Selected,  Right-of-Way  Preservation 
Center  Corridor,  Funding,  NPDES  and 
U.S.  Army  COE  Section  404  Permits 
Issuance,  Livingston  County,  MI,  Wait 
Period  Ends:  January  3,  2005,  Contact: 
Abdelmoez  Abda  11a  (517)  702-1820. 

EIS  No.  040544,  Draft  Supplement, 

FHW,  UT,  Legacy  Parkway  Project, 
Construction  from  1-215  at  2100 
North  in  Salt  Lake  City  to  1-15  and  US 
89  near  Farmington,  Updated 
Information,  Funding  and  U.S.  Army 
COE  Section  404  Permit,  Salt  Lake 
and  Davis  Counties,  UT,  Comment 
Period  Ends:  February  1,  2005, 


Contact:  Gregory  Punske  (801)  963- 
0182. 

EIS  No.  040545,  Draft  EIS,  AFS,  PA, 
Martin  Run  Project,  To  Implement 
Management  Direction  as  Outlined  in 
Allegheny  National  Forest  Plan, 
Bradford  Ranger  District,  Allegheny 
National  Forest,  Warren  and  McKean 
Counties,  PA,  Comment  Period  Ends: 
January  18,  2005,  Contact:  Heather 
Luczak  (814)  362-4613. 

EIS  No.  040546,  Draft  EIS,  NPS,  AZ, 
Chiricahua  National  Monument  Fire 
Management  Plan  (FMP), 
Implementation,  AZ,  Comment  Period 
Ends:  February  2,  2005,  Contact:  Alan 
Whaton  (520)  824-3560. 

EIS  No.  040547,  Draft  EIS,  IBR,  CA, 
Folsom  Dam  Road  Access  Restriction 
Project,  Control  Access  to  Folsom 
Dam,  City  of  Folsom,  CA,  Comment 
Period  Ends:  January  18,  2005, 

Contact:  Robert  Schroeder  (916)  989- 
7274. 

EIS  No.  040549,  Draft  EIS,  BLM,  CO, 
Roan  Plateau  Resource  Management 
Plan  Amendment,  Including  Former 
Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserves  1  and  2, 
Garfield  and  Rio  Blanco  Counties,  CO, 
Comment  Period  Ends:  March  4,  2005, 
Contact:  Steve  Bennett  (970)  947- 
2800. 

EIS  No.  040549,  Draft  EIS,  FHW,  MD, 
Intercounty  Connector  (ICC)  from  I- 
270  to  US  1,  Funding  and  U.S.  Army 
COE  404  Section  Permit,  Montgomery 
and  Prince  George’s  Counties,  MD, 
Comment  Period  Ends:  February  1, 
2005,  Contact:  Nelson  J.  Castellanos 
(410)  962-4440. 

EIS  No.  040550,  Draft  EIS,  COE,  NY, 
Hudson  River  at  Athens,  New  York 
Navigation  Project,  Design  and 
Construction  of  a  Spur  Navigation 
Channel,  Hudson  River,  New  York 
City,  NY,  Comment  Period  Ends: 
January  18,  2005,  Contact:  Bonnie 
Hulkower  (202)  264-5798. 

EIS  No.  040551,  Draft  EIS,  FHW,  WI, 
WI-23  Highway  Project, 
Transportation  Improve  between 
Fond  du  Lac  and  Plymouth,  Funding, 
Fond  du  Lac  and  Sheboygan  Counties, 
WI,  Comment  Period  Ends:  January 
21,  2005,  Contact:  Johnny  Gerbitz 
(608)  829-7500. 

EIS  No.  40452,  Final  EIS,  CGD,  LA,  Gulf 
Landing  Deepwater  Port  License 
Application  for  Construct  of  a 
Deepwater  Port  and  Associated 
Anchorages  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico, 
South  of  Cameron,  LA,  Wait  Period 
Ends:  January  3,  2005,  Contact:  Mark 
A.  Prescott  (202)  267-0225. 

Amended  Notices 

EIS  No.  404529,  Draft  EIS,  COE,  MA, 
Cape  Wind  Energy  Project  Construct 
and  Operate  130  Wind  Turbine 
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Generators  on  Horseshoe  Shoal  in 
Nantucket  Sound.  MA,  Comment 
Period  Ends:  February  24,  2005, 
Contact:  Karen  Adams  (978)  318- 
8338. 

Revision  of  FR  Notice  Published  on 
11/19/04:  CEQ  Comment  Period  Ending 
1/18/2005  has  been  Extended  to  2/24/ 
2005. 

Dated:  November  30,  2004. 

Robert  YV.  Hargrove, 

Director.  NEPA  Compliance  Division.  Office 
of  Federal  Activities. 

[FR  Doc.  04-26629  Filed  12-2-04;  8:45  am] 

BILLING  CODE  6560-50-M 


ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

[ER-FRL-6658-3] 

Environmental  Impact  Statements  and 
Regulations:  Availability  of  EPA 
Comments 

Availability  of  EPA  comments 
prepared  pursuant  to  the  Environmental 
Review  Process  (ERP).  under  Section 
309  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  and  Section 
102(2)(c)  of  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act,  as  amended.  Requests  for 
copies  of  EPA  comments  can  be  directed 
to  the  Office  of  Federal  Activities  at 
(202)  564-7167.  An  explanation  of  the 
ratings  assigned  to  draft  environmental 
impact  statements  (EISs)  was  published 
in  FR  dated  April  2.  2004  (69  FR  17403). 

Draft  EISs 

ERP  A'o.  D-AFS-J65426-UT  Rating 
EC2.  Wasatch  Plateau  Grazing  Project, 
Proposal  To  Continue  To  Authorize 
Sheep  Crazing  by  Issuance  of  a  Term 
Crazing  Permits  on  31  Sheep 
Allotments,  Manti-La  Sal  National 
Forest,  Sanpete,  Ferron  and  Price 
Ranger  Districts,  Sanpete,  Carbon,  Utah 
and  Emery  Counties,  UT. 

Summary:  EPA  expressed 
environmental  concerns  about  whether 
the  preferred  alternative  would  resolve 
the  existing  adverse  impacts  from 
grazing  to  aquatic  and  terrestrial 
resources,  and  suggested  enhancements 
to  the  analysis  of  impacts,  the  adaptive 
management  plan  and  the  range  of 
alternatives. 

ERP  No.  D-COE-K3 6141-AZ  Rating 
LO.  Santa  Cruz  River  Paseco  de  las 
Iglesias  Feasibility  Study,  To  Identify, 
Define  and  Solve  Environmental 
Degradation,  Flooding  and  Water 
Resource  Problem,  City  of  Tucson,  Pima 
County.  AZ. 

Summary:  EPA  does  not  object  to  the 
project  as  proposed,  but  requested 
additional  information  regarding 


coordination  with  Tribes  and 
cumulative  impacts. 

ERP  No.  D-NRC-G09804-NM  Rating 
LO,  National  Enrichment  Facility  (NEF), 
To  Construct,  Operate,  and 
Decommission  a  Gas  Centrifuge 
Uranium  Enrichment  Facility,  License 
Application,  NUREG-1790,  near  Eunice, 
Lea  County,  NM. 

Summary:  EPA  has  no  objection  to  the 
proposed  action. 

ERP  No.  D-NRS-L39060-OR  Rating 
LO,  Williamson  River  Delta  Restoration 
Project,  To  Restore  and  Maintain  the 
Ecological  Functions  of  the  Delta, 
Williamson  River,  Klamath  County,  OR. 

Summary:  EPA  commended  NRCS  for 
their  efforts  to  restore  ecological 
function  and  ecosystem  health  in  the 
Williamson  River  Delta.  The  water 
quality  benefits  of  the  project  are 
consistent  with  both  the  Clean  Water 
Act  Total  Maximum  Daily  Load  (TMDL) 
for  the  Upper  Klamath  Lake  Basin  (May 
2002)  and  the  Water  Quality 
Management  Plan  for  implementation  of 
the  TMDL.  EPA  had  no  objections  to  the 
proposed  project. 

ERP  No.  D-UAF-Gl  1045-TX  Rating 
LO,  Relocation  of  the  C-5  Formal 
Training  Unit  from  Altus  Air  Force 
Base,  Oklahoma  to  Lackland  Air  Force 
Base,  Bexar  County,  TX. 

Summary:  EPA  has  lack  of  objection 
to  the  selection  of  the  proposed 
alternative.  Mitigation  measures  have 
been  incorporated  in  the  selected 
alternative  to  effectively  minimize  and/ 
or  alleviate  adverse  environmental 
impacts. 

Final  EISs 

ERP  No.  F-AFS-J65408-MT.  Fortine 
Project,  To  Implement  Vegetation 
Management,  Timber  Harvest  and  Fuel 
Reduction  Activities,  Kootenai  National 
Forest,  Fortine  Ranger  District,  Lincoln 
County,  MT. 

Summary:  EPA  supports  the  BMPs 
and  road  improvements  and 
decommissioning  projects  that  provide 
overall  water  quality  improvement  for 
303(d)  listed  Fortine  Creek.  However, 
EPA  is  concerned  about  sediment 
production  and  transport  from  proposed 
timber  harvests,  and  the  availability  of 
funds  for  additional  aquatic  and 
riparian  enhancement  projects. 

ERP  No.  F-COE-K39086-CA,  Matilija 
Dam  Ecosystem  Restoration  Feasibility 
Study,  Restoring  Anadromous  Fish 
Populations,  Matilija  Creek,  Ventura 
River,  Ventura  County  Watershed 
Protection  District,  Ventura  County,  CA. 

Summary:  The  FEIS  addressed  EPA’s 
concerns  regarding  downstream 
ecosystem  impacts  from  sediment 
mobilization. 


Dated:  November  30,  2004. 

Robert  W.  Hargrove, 

Director,  NEPA  Compliance  Division,  Office 
of  Federal  Activities. 

[FR  Doc.  04-26630  Filed  12-2-04;  8:45  am] 

BILLING  CODE  6560-50-P 


FEDERAL  COMMUNICATIONS 
COMMISSION 

[CC  Docket  No.  92-237;  DA  04-3624] 

Conference  Call  Meeting  of  the  North 
American  Numbering  Council 

AGENCY:  Federal  Communications 
Commission. 

ACTION:  Notice. 

SUMMARY:  On  November  30,  2004,  the 
Commission  released  a  public  notice 
announcing  the  December  10,  2004 
conference  call  meeting  and  agenda  of 
the  North  American  Numbering  Council 
(NANC).  The  intended  effect  of  this 
action  is  to  make  the  public  aware  of  the 
NANC’s  conference  call  meeting  and 
agenda.  This  notice  of  the  December  10, 
2004,  NANC  conference  call  meeting  is 
being  published  in  the  Federal  Register 
less  than  15  calendar  days  prior  to  the 
meeting  due  to  the  NANC’s  need  to 
discuss  a  time  sensitive  issue  before  the 
next  scheduled  meeting.  This  statement 
complies  with  the  General  Services 
Administration  Management  regulations 
implementing  the  Federal  Advisory 
Committee  Act.  See  41  CFR  Section 
101-6. 1015(b)(2). 

DATES:  Friday,  December  10,  2004, 

2  p.m.  e.s.t. 

ADDRESSES:  Telecommunications 
Access  Policy  Division,  Wireline 
Competition  Bureau,  Federal 
Communications  Commission,  The 
Portals  II,  445  12th  Street,  SW.,  Suite  5— 
A420,  Washington,  DC  20554.  Requests 
to  make  an  oral  statement  or  provide 
written  comments  to  the  NANC  should 
be  sent  to  Deborah  Blue. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Deborah  Blue,  Special  Assistant  to  the 
Designated  Federal  Officer  (DFO)  at 
(202)  418-1466  or 

Deborah.Blue@fcc.gov.  The  fax  number 
is:  (202)  418-2345.  The  TTY  number  is: 
(202)  418-0484. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  Released: 
November  30,  2004. 

The  North  American  Numbering 
Council  (NANC)  has  scheduled  a 
meeting  to  be  held  by  conference  call  on 
Friday,  December  10,  2004,  from  2  p.m. 
e.s.t  until  3  p.m.  e.s.t.  The  conference 
bridge  number  for  domestic  participants 
is  (800)  377-4562  (toll  free).  The  call  in 
number  for  international  participants  is 
(816)  650-0777  (caller  pays).  The 
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Contact:  Mel  Lloyd  970-244-3097,  Jamie  Connell:  970-947- 
2802  , 

or  Steve  Bennett:  970-947-2813 

For  Immediate  Release,  Apr.  11,  2005 

Public  comment  period  ends 
for  Draft  Roan  Plateau  RMP/EIS 

GLENWOOD  SPRINGS,  CO — The  public  comment  period  for  the 
Draft  Roan  Plateau  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (RMP/EIS)  ends  today. 
Comments  must  be  postmarked  with  today's  date,  or  submitted 
online  by  midnight  tonight,  for  inclusion  in  the  public 
comment  record.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  Glenwood 
Springs  Field  Office  (GSFO)  released  the  plan  in  late 
November  2004.  The  previous  comment  period  deadline  had 
been  March  4 . 

"To  date,  nearly  74,000  comments  have  been  received.  The 
vast  majority  of  the  comment  letters,  thus  far,  are  various 
form  letters,"  GSFO  Manager  Jamie  Connell  said.  "We  expect 
the  comment  analysis  process  to  be  completed  in  the  next 
several  weeks."  Of  those  comments  received  by  BLM,  72,000 
are  form  letters  and  1,600  are  unique  comments. 

BLM  GSFO  staff  will  work  with  a  consultant  in  reviewing 
comments  received;  categorizing  them  by  topic,  format  and 
origin;  and  then  developing  a  Comment  Analysis  Report. 

The  towns  of  Rifle  and  Parachute,  Garfield  and  Rio  Blanco 
counties,  and  the  State  of  Colorado,  cooperators  in  this 
plan,  will  have  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Comment 
Analysis  Report  and  work  with  BLM  staff  in  a  collaborative 
effort  to  resolve  any  issues.  This  information  will  be 
used  in  developing  the  proposed  Final  Roan  Plateau  RMP/EIS. 
Timing  for  release  of  the  proposed  final  documents  is 
contingent  upon  the  total  number  of  comments  received,  and 
the  time  it  will  take  to  address  those  comments.  A  late 
fall  2005  release  date  for  the  proposed  Final  Roan  Plateau 
RMP/EIS  is  anticipated  at  this  time. 

Public  comments  should  provide  specific  information  about 
the  plan  to  help  inform  the  BLM's  decision-making  process. 
Comments  should  either  be  dropped  off  or  mailed  today  to 
the  Glenwood  Springs  Field  Office,  50629  Hwy 
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6  &  24,  Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81602,  or  submitted  online  by 
midnight  tonight  at  www . roanplateau . ene . com . 
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UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR, 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

EXTENSION  OF  THE  PUBLIC  REVIEW  AND  COMMENT  PERIOD  FOR  THE 

DRAFT  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  AMENDMENT  (RMPA)  AND 

DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  (EIS)  FOR  THE  ROAN 

PLATEAU  PLANNING  AREA,  including  the  former  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserves 

(NOSRs)  1  &  3:  Glenwood  Springs  and  White  River  Field  Offices  in  Garfield  and 

Rio  Blanco  Counties,  Colorado. 

PUBLIC  REVIEW  AND  COMMENTS:  The  public  review  and  comment  period  for 
the  Draft  RMPA/Draft  EIS  for  the  Roan  Plateau  planning  area,  which  includes  the  former 
Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserves  1  and  3,  has  been  extended  from  March  4,  2005  until  April  1 1, 
2005.  All  comments  must  be  postmarked  or  received  by  the  BLM  Glenwood  Springs 
Field  Office,  50629  Highways  6  and  24,  Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81601,  not  later  than 
April  1 1,  2005.  BLM  will  accept  only  written  comments  on  the  Draft  RMPA/EIS. 

DOCUMENT  REVIEW  AND  AVAILABILITY:  The  Draft  RMPA/Draft  EIS  may  be 
reviewed  (1)  at  the  BLM  Glenwood  Springs  Field  Office,  50629  Highways  6  and  24, 
Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81601;  (2)  at  the  BLM  White  River  Field  Office,  73544  Highway 
64,  Meeker,  CO  81641;  or  (3)  by  visiting  one  of  the  Garfield  County,  Colorado,  public 
libraries.  BLM  offices  are  open  from  7:45  a.m.  to  4:30  p.m.  except  weekends  and 
holidays.  A  copy  of  the  document  may  be  obtained  in  electronic,  CD,  or  hard  copy  form 
by  one  of  the  following:  (1)  downloading  from  the  project  website 
(www.roanplateau.ene.com);  (2)  requesting  a  copy  via  the  project  website;  (3)  writing  to 
ROAN  RMPA  REQUEST,  BLM,  Glenwood  Springs  Field  Office  at  the  address  above; 
or  (4)  calling  the  BLM  at  970-947-2800. 

ADDITIONAL  INFORMATION:  The  Roan  Plateau  planning  area  contains  about 
73,602  acres  of  federal  lands  managed  by  the  BLM,  including  both  surface  and 
subsurface  (mineral)  estates.  The  planning  area  totals  about  127,000  acres.  Although  the 
planning  area  boundary  includes  private  lands,  BLM’s  decisions  will  apply  only  to  the 
land  managed  by  BLM. 

The  five  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Draft  RMPA/Draft  EIS  present  differing 
management  approaches  for  the  physical,  biological,  visual,  recreational,  cultural,  and 
other  resources  within  the  planning  area.  These  include  differing  degrees  and 
combinations  of  special  resource  management  designations,  travel  restrictions,  mitigation 
or  other  protective  measures,  and  leasing  for  oil  and  gas  development.  As  required  by 
BLM’s  planning  regulations,  BLM  has  selected  a  “preferred  alternative”  (Alternative  3). 
However,  the  alternative  ultimately  adopted  by  BLM  may  comprise  components 
contained  in  any  of  the  alternatives  presented  in  the  Draft  RMPA/Draft  EIS  and/or  other 
components  within  the  range  of  actions  analyzed.  The  public  is  therefore  encouraged  to 
comment  on  the  components  of  any  or  all  of  the  alternatives.  Comments  should  focus  on 
specific  management  actions  being  considered  and  the  adequacy  of  analysis.  Additional 
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information  on  how  to  comment  and  public  participation  in  the  planning  process  is 
presented  on  the  website  and  on  the  inside  front  cover  of  the  document.  BLM  will 
publish  responses  to  the  comments  as  part  of  the  Proposed  RMP  A/Final  EIS. 

FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT:  For  further  information  or  to  have  your 
name  added  to  the  mailing  list,  visit  the  project  website  cited  above.  For  other  questions, 
contact:  Greg  Goodenow  -  Planning  and  Environmental  Coordinator,  Steve  Bennett  - 
Associate  Field  Manager,  or  Jamie  Connell  -  Field  Manager  at  the  Glenwood  Springs 
Field  Office  (970-947-2800)  or  by  e-mail  (colorado_roanplateau@co.blm.gov). 

BLM  WELCOMES  AND  APPRECIATES  PUBLIC  PARTICIPATION. 

DATE:  February  14,  2005 


B-6 


Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  ■  August  2006 
Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area,  Colorado 


Attachment  C  -  Form  Letters 


! 


CHAPTER  6  ■  CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 


Form  Letter  1 


Received  12 


Roan  Plateau  Resource  Management  Plan 


Subject:  Roan  Plateau  draft  plan  comments 


Dear  Roan  Plateau  Resource  Management  Plan: 
balanced  management  plan  that. 

.  Prohibits  oil  and  as  leasing  on  Roan  Plateau's  top  and  cliffs  or  defers  leasing  there  unless  and 

recreation  areas  and  other  special  lands,  .  .  ue<3t  management  practices 

priority. 

of  the  plateau. 

important  goal. 

Roan  Plateau  is  a  place  that  *™~*£*™ 

diverse  places  m  western  Colorado,  it  s  rWelnnment  m0ves  at  great  speed  in  Colorado 

horsepacking  and  other  recreation.  Alrea  y,  g  ,  drilling  Already,  we  have  lost 

with  most  of  the  federal  public  estate  available  for  leas^^dnUmg-  ^  y’ 
the  solitude,  beauty  and  wildlife  richness  of  many  of  these  lands. 

It  is  time  to  protect  some  of  our  dwindling  special  places  for  just  those  values.  Please  make 

Roan  Plateau  one  such  place. 


Sincerely, 
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Form  Letter  2 


Received  65,422  +  121  (hard  copy) 


[December  01,  2004] 

Roan  Plateau  Draft  RMPA/EIS  Comments 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Glenwood  Springs  Field  Office 
50629  Highways  6  and  24 
Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81601 

Dear  BLM  Glenwood  Springs  staff, 

LStr?IV  opP°sf  V°u:  Preferred  alternative  plan  that  would  allow  oil  and  gas  development 
on  the  top  and  cliffs  of  Colorado's  Roan  Plateau.  I  urge  you  to  withdraw  the  current  plan, 
and  issue  a  revised  plan  that  would  give  priority  to  natural  resource  protection  while 
prohibiting  leasing,  research  and  development  on  the  top  or  in  the  cliffs  of  the  plateau  If 
*nH  t0 ,protect  this  national  treasure,  then  at  least  defer  all  leasing  on  the  top 

a"d  u  5?  dlf5  untllr ener9Y  development  can  be  conducted  with  technologies  that  will  not 
disturb  the  surface  of  these  fragile  areas. 

The  Roan  Plateau  has  one  of  the  highest  levels  of  biological  diversity  in  Colorado  and  is 

valued  f°r  |ts  recreational  opportunities,  hunting  and  fishing  areas  and  wildlife  habitat. 

DiaSc  tnn  f  h i"  the  plat6aU  'S  either  0wned  0r  leased  by  the  oil  and  9as  industry,  the 
plateau  s  top  and  cliffs  remain  an  oasis  of  natural  beauty. 

The  unique  wilderness  lands  and  sensitive  wildlife  habitats  included  in  the  planning  area 
eserve  permanent  protections,  including  "no  ground  disturbance"  stipulations.  I  also  urqe 

m*Unn°  r!2UIrf  th?  a"  ,®ner9y  development  elsewhere  in  the  planning  area  is  conducted  in  a 
manner  th3t  employs  best  management  practices"  and  minimizes  resource  damage  We 

cliffs  of  theero7n  PlSePa°uSSible  ^  What  Wildness  remains  on  the  top  and  in  the 

Sincerely, 
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Form  Letter  3  Received  986  (via  e-mail) 

December  02,  2004 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  Glenwood  Springs  Field  Office 
PO  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81602 
Dear  Field  Office  Staff, 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  add  my  comments  to  the  Roan  Plateau  planning  process.  I  urge 
you  to  revise  the  alternatives  presented  for  Colorado's  Roan  Plateau.  The  BLM  must  select  as  its 
final  plan  one  which  honors  the  community  and  balances  the  needs  of  oil  and  gas  development 
with  the  traditional  recreational  uses  of  the  land. 

The  BLM  plan  must  prohibit  leasing  the  Roan  Plateau's  top  and  cliffs  or  defer  all  leasing  on  the 
top  and  cliffs  until  energy  development  can  be  achieved  through  technologies  that  will  not 
require  surface  disturbance. 

The  plan  must  offer  substantial  protection  for  the  important  habitat,  proposed  wilderness, 
backcountry  recreation,  and  natural  areas  in  the  area,  including  placing  permanent  "no  ground 
disturbance"  stipulations  on  all  the  unique  natural,  wilderness  and  backcountry  recreation  lands, 
and  sensitive  habitats  of  the  planning  area. 

The  BLM  must  ensure  that  all  energy  development  is  conducted  in  a  manner  that  respects  the 
local  community,  employs  "Best  Management  Practices,"  and  minimizes  resource  damage. 

The  plan  must  maintain  that  all  motorized  use  —  including  over-the-snow  use  such  as 
snowmobiles  —  on  designated  and  marked  roads  and  trails  only. 

Sincerely, 
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Form  Letter  4  Received  141 

Please  incorporate  these  recommendations  into  your  final  management  plan  for  the  Roan  Plateau 
Planning  Area. 

The  Roan  Plateau  is  very  important  to  me  and  I  am  writing  to  urge  that  the  BLM  to  do  the  right 
thing,  and  select  a  final  plan  that  keeps  drilling  off  the  top  of  Roan  Plateau.  To  accomplish  this, 
the  BLM  should  adopt  the  elements  of  the  Community  Alternative,  fulfilling  the  pledge  it  made 
at  the  onset  of  this  process  to  adopt  a  community-supported  plan.  Unlike  any  of  the  alternatives 
presented  I  the  draft,  this  plan  would  honor  public  input,  protect  natural  resources,  promote 
responsible  recreation,  and  respect  local  communities. 

The  Roan  Plateau  is  a  unique  national  landscape  and  a  treasure  of  ecological  and  biological 
importance.  The  BLM  should  make  the  protection  and  safeguarding  of  the  Roan  PlateauYs 
undeveloped,  roadless  and  natural  landscapes,  and  its  sensitive  species,  wildlife  habitat  and 
public  recreation  opportunities  its  top  management  priority.  Specifically,  the  BLM  should  select 
a  final  plan  that  either  defers  all  leasing  on  top  during  the  life  of  the  management  plan  or  defers 
all  leasing  on  top  unless  and  until  gas  resources  can  be  extracted  from  under  the  Plateau  without 
disturbing  the  surface. 

This  builds  on  the  idea  of  Y'deferring  leasingY'  of  some  lands  in  the  draft  management  plan 
(Alternative  III)  and  strengthens  it  to  honor  the  strong  public  sentiment — expressed  from  a 
diverse  set  of  voices  and  interests  including  local  governments,  businesses,  recreation  groups, 
wildlife  and  hunting  organizations,  conservation  and  environmental  groups,  prominent 
community  members  and  thousands  and  thousands  of  citizens  locally,  across  Colorado,  and 
throughout  the  nation — that  the  public  land  on  top  of  the  Plateau  be  free  from  the  industrial 
development  that  is  rapidly  spreading  for  miles  all  around  the  PlateauYs  base. 

If  the  top  were  leased  under  any  of  the  alternatives  and  drilling  begun,  many  resources  would 
likely  be  irreparably  harmed.  This  is  particularly  the  case  under  the  three  total  lease  alternatives 
(III,  IV  and  V),  which  emphasize  energy  development  over  all  other  public  uses  and  most  other 
resource  including  wildlife,  sensitive  species,  native  trout,  recreation,  quality-of-life,  and  scenic 
landscapes.  Management  under  any  of  the  three  total-lease  alternatives,  for  example,  is  likely  to 
reduce  the  deer  herd  by  between  a  third  and  a  half. 

These  and  none  of  the  alternatives  presented  in  the  draft  plan  do  not  meet  the  best  interest  of  the 
local  communities  and  do  not  properly  reflect  what  public  input  supported  during  this  or  any 
other  comment  period  on  the  matter.  Instead  of  opening  the  entire  area  to  oil  and  gas  leasing,  as 
contemplated  in  three  of  the  alternatives,  the  BLM  should  concentrate  oil  and  gas  development 
in  the  existing  production  area  at  the  base,  taking  advantage  of  existing  roads  and  infrastructure 
and  of  the  better  access  to  the  gas  fields  for  continued  large-volume  gas  production. 

In  particular,  the  BLM  should  strengthen  stipulations  to  safeguard  Roan  PlateauYs  ecological 
values,  and  to  protect  the  areaYs  impressive  and  popular  backcountry  and  primitive  recreation 
opportunities.  The  final  plan  should  expand  the  permanent  protective  stipulations  contemplated 
in  the  draft  management  plan  (in  Alternative  II)  —  including  the  provision  that  no  ground 
disturbing  activities  be  allowed  on  certain  lands  such  as  sensitive  and  critical  wildlife  habitats, 
roadless  and  proposed  wilderness  areas,  and  quality  backcountry  lands  in  the  Planning  Area.  The 
final  plan  should  include  Watershed  Management  Areas  (from  Alternative  III)  for  many 
purposes,  including  protection  against  damage  from  oil  and  gas  and  other  development. 
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The  final  plan  should  promote  recreational  opportunities  and  designate  two  Special  Recreation 
Management  Areas  (SRMA),  one  above  and  one  below  the  rim,  offering  both  backcountry  and 
developed  recreation  opportunities. 

The  BLM  should  protect  the  Hubbard  Mesa  SRMA  with  No  Surface-Occupancy  stipulations  for 
any  oil  and  gas  development  that  may  occur  there,  and  should  immediately  develop  a  community 
supported  stewardship  group  to  develop  an  implementation  plan  and  to  prioritize  funding  for 
appropriate  signage  and  facilities. 

The  BLM  should  add  back  into  the  plan,  a  32,639  acre  Special  Recreation  Management  Area 
atop  the  Plateau  to  protect  the  PlateauYs  backcountry  opportunities,  including  hunting,  outfitting, 
backpacking,  hiking  and  horseback  riding.  This  SRMA  was  presented  in  a  popularly  supported 
preliminary  alternative,  supported  by  local  governments  and  over  1 1 ,000  citizens,  but  it  is  not 
included  in  any  of  the  BLMYs  current  draft  alternatives.  This  change  seems  to  contradict  the 
agency’s  oft-stated  promise  that  it  would  include  all  the  elements  of  this  popularly  supported 
preliminary  alternative  within  its  draft  document. 

Travel  management  prescriptions  (from  Alternative  II)  that  limit  motorized  and  mechanized 
travel  to  designated 
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As  we  face  a  world  with  increased  uncertainty  about  our  own  energy  security,  I  think  we  need  to  seriously 
re-think  our  approach  to  domestic  oil  and  gas  development.  If  we  have  the  natural  resources  that  can 
help  decrease  our  dependence  on  the  Middle  East  and  other  foreign  countries,  we  should  take  advantage 
of  them.  The  Roan  Plateau  is  one  of  those  places  that  can  help  us  reduce  the  uncertainty  of  our  energy 
supply. 

If  the  United  States  has  to  start  importing  natural  gas  or  LNG,  then  it  is  irresponsible  for  us  to  let  that 
resource  sit  here  while  we  buy  it  from  foreign  countries  that  may  or  may  not  have  our  best  interests  at 
heart.  I  would  rather  give  Americans  the  jobs  and  economic  opportunities  that  come  with  this 
development. 

Please  make  sure  that  a  reasonable  energy  plan  is  approved.  Thank  you  for  listening  to  my 
concerns. 
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Revise  and  select  as  a  plan,  one  which.. 

Prohibits  leasing  the  Roan  Plateau's  top  and  cliffs  or  defers  all  leasing  on  the  top  and  cliffs  until 
energy  development  can  be  achieved  through  technologies  that  will  not  require  surface 
disturbance; 

Provides  adequate,  non-changeable  protections  for  important  habitat,  backcountry  and  roadless 
areas,  recreation  emphasis  areas,  and  other  sensitive  resources  in  the  Planning  Area; 

Ensures  that  energy  development  is  conducted  in  a  manner  that  respects  local  communities, 
employs  "Best  Management  Practices,"  and  minimizes  damage; 

Closes  the  top  and  cliffs  and  other  sensitive  lands  and  habitats  to  future  oil  shale  leasing, 
including  for  research  and  development  purposes; 

Keeps  motorized  use  on  marked,  designated  roads  and  trails  only;  and, 

Prioritizes  natural  resource  protection. 
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With  reference  to  the  Roan  Plateau  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  Amendment  and  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement,  I  have  the  following  comments.  Please  include  them  in  your 
consideration  of  the  plan. 

The  Roan  Plateau  offers  us  a  great  opportunity  to  develop  an  important  energy  security  resource.  At  the 
same  time,  we  can  provide  jobs  and  economic  security  to  the  region  (it  is  estimated  that  local 
governments  will  receive  over  one  billion  dollars  in  increased  tax  revenues  over  the  next  30  years). 

I  know  that  the  environmental  community  has  raised  concerns  about  developing  the  Roan  Plateau.  I  also 
know  that  these  concerns  are  blown  out  of  proportion.  Federal  officials  have  plenty  of  legal  and 
regulatory  mechanisms  to  ensure  that  development  does  not  negatively  impact  the  environment.  With 
the  advances  in  gas  retrieval  technology,  including  horizontal  drilling,  there  will  be  little  overall 
environmental  impact  from  drilling  activities. 

This  is  a  very  small  price  to  pay  for  the  economic  and  energy  supply  benefits  of  developing  the  Roan 
Plateau.  Thank  you  for  taking  my  comments  into  consideration.  Also  the  U.S.  could  have  less 
dependence  on  overseas  petroleum  supplies. 
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I  know  that  the  environmental  community  has  raised  concerns  about  developing  this  area.  Many  of  these 
concerns  are  simply  unfounded.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  has  legal  mechanisms  to  ensure  that 
development  does  not  negatively  impact  the  environment.  With  the  advances  in  natural  gas  drilling 
technology,  including  horizontal  drilling,  there  will  be  little  overall  environmental  impact  from  drilling 
activities. 

The  Roan  Plateau  offers  us  a  great  opportunity  to  develop  an  important  energy  security  resource.  At  the 
same  time,  developing  the  area  would  provide  jobs  and  economic  security  to  the  region.  I  understand 
that  local  governments  will  receive  over  one  billion  dollars  in  increased  tax  revenues  over  the  next  30 
years  if  the  area  is  fully  developed. 

There  are  significant  economic  and  energy  supply  benefits  to  developing  the  Roan  Plateau.  For  these 
reasons,  I  am  in  favor  of  an  alternative  that  permits  significantly  more  development  than  is  being 
considered  under  the  BLM’s  preferred  alternative.  This  will  provide  a  much  greater  benefit  to  the 
economy,  both  in  Colorado  and  nationally,  than  is  currently  being  considered. 
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With  reference  to  the  Roan  Plateau  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan,  I  think  that  if  we  as  a 
nation  are  not  developing  our  domestic  oil  and  gas  resources,  we  are  setting  ourselves  on  a  bad 
course  for  our  energy  security.  We  already  import  more  than  half  of  our  oil  from  foreign 
countries.  It  is  irresponsible  to  continue  stifling  natural  gas  development  in  the  United  States. 
Yet  in  its  preferred  alternative,  this  is  exactly  what  is  being  proposed  for  the  Roan  Plateau.  I 
would  prefer  to  have  much  greater  energy  development  in  the  area.  We  can  make  the  energy 
companies  do  it  right. 

Form  Letter  10  Received  14 

While  I  agree  that  there  should  be  a  balance  between  environmental  and  development 
considerations,  I  think  the  environmental  issues  are  constantly  overstated  by  the  enviros.  The 
Roan  area  already  has  considerable  development,  including  an  extensive  road  network.  Our 
future  energy  security  depends  on  developing  areas  like  this,  and  I  think  we  should. 

Form  Letter  11  Received  28 

Before  it  was  the  Roan  Plateau,  this  area  was  a  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserve.  It  was  established  to 
reserve  these  resources  for  future  development  to  contribute  to  our  country’s  energy  security.  It 
was  clear  when  the  oil  shale  reserve  designation  was  eliminated  that  Congress  still  wanted  the 
energy  resources  lying  underneath  to  be  developed. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  natural  gas  development  is  already  occurring  in  this  area  under 
appropriate  regulation.  It  does  not  make  any  sense  to  arbitrarily  restrict  further  development  if 
these  same  environmental  considerations  are  required  of  new  development. 

Let  Colorado  develop  the  Roan  in  a  sensible  way  and  America  will  benefit. 

Form  Letter  12  Received  27 

Dear  Field  Manager: 

Please  include  these  comments  on  the  Roan.  If  there  is  anyplace  in  the  country  that  makes  sense 
to  develop,  it  is  the  Roan  Plateau.  There  is  already  substantial  development  in  the  area,  there  are 
proven  reserves  of  natural  gas,  and  there  are  energy  companies  willing  to  extract  the  resource.  I 
have  confidence  that  full  development  can  occur  in  a  responsible  way  and  will  contribute  to  our 
overall  economic  and  energy  security.  Thank  you. 

Form  Letter  13  Received  12 

I  want  to  protect  our  environment  as  much  as  anyone  else.  But  I  also  know  that  we  as  a  nation 
use  a  lot  of  oil  and  gas,  and  that  the  Roan  Plateau  has  significant  natural  gas  reserves.  If  we 
don’t  get  it  from  here,  we’ll  have  to  import  it  from  some  other  country,  and  that  isn’t  good  for 
our  energy  security. 

We  can  develop  the  Roan  Plateau  and  still  have  responsible  environmental  safeguards  for  the 
work.  It’s  not  like  there  aren’t  plenty  of  environmental  laws  and  regulations  to  make  sure  that 
the  Roan  Plateau  isn’t  protected.  If  you  have  the  tools  available  to  protect  the  environment 
during  drilling  operations,  then  you  should  allow  these  legal  activities  to  take  place. 

Allowing  development  now  is  the  right  thing  to  do  for  our  country  and  for  its  energy  security, 
and  it  will  protect  the  Roan  Plateau  from  irresponsible  development  and  ensure  that  the  drilling 
is  done  right. 
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Thank  you  for  listening  to  my  comments. 

Form  Letter  14  Received  17 

From  what  I  have  read,  I  understand  that  the  United  States  will  have  to  begin  importing  natural 
gas  from  foreign  countries  within  the  next  10  years  -  a  very  disturbing  development,  considering 
that  natural  gas  has  generally  been  the  one  fossil  fuel  we  could  depend  on  to  be  produced 
domestically.  The  Roan  Plateau  offers  a  great  opportunity  to  develop  the  natural  gas  resources 
located  beneath  it,  and  to  reduce  our  dependence  on  foreign  sources  of  energy. 

The  BLM  should  approve  a  plan  that  allows  for  significantly  more  natural  gas  production  than  is 
currently  being  considered  in  the  preferred  alternative.  We  can  produce  more  gas  and  take  care 
of  the  environment  at  the  same  time. 

Thank  you  for  considering  my  views. 

Form  Letter  15  Received  22 

I  want  to  make  sure  we  are  achieving  a  responsible  balance  between  the  needed  development  of 
the  region  and  the  environmental  protection  of  the  Roan  Plateau.  Full  development  of  the 
Roan  Plateau  will  be  an  economic  boon  for  the  area.  It  will  create  an  additional  $1  billion  in  tax 
revenues  over  the  next  20  to  30  years.  It  will  provide  jobs  to  the  local  economy.  It  will  also  help 
protect  our  nation’s  energy  security  by  providing  additional  sources  of  domestically-produced 
natural  gas. 

Form  Letter  16  Received  5,401 

Roan  Plateau  Resource  Management  Plan  Dear  Roan  Plateau  Resource  Management  Plan,  I  am 
urging  you  to  preserve  the  top  of  Roan  Plateau.  In  particular,  I  urge  you  to  choose  a  balanced 
management  plan  that: 

-  -  Prohibits  oil  and  as  leasing  on  Roan 

-  Plateau's  top  and  cliffs; 

-  -Provides  strong,  unchangeable  protections  for  important  habitat,  roadless  backcountry,  recreation 

areas  and  other  special  lands; 

-  -Ensures  that  energy  development  uses  best  technology  and  minimizes  damage;  and, 

-  -  Makes  protection  of  natural  features  its  first  priority. 

A  plan  with  those  elements  would  still  allow  energy  development  to  continue  at  a  reasonable 
level.  The  industry  would  have  access  to  gas  resources  from  existing  developed  areas  at  the  base 
of  the  plateau.  That  would  leave  the  environmentally  sensitive  plateau  top  unspoiled  by  new 
development.  Unfortunately,  none  of  your  alternatives  as  they  now  exist  would  achieve  that 
supremely  important  goal.  It  is  time  to  protect  some  of  our  dwindling  special  places. 

Sincerely, 
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Received  685  (via  fax) 


To: 

Fax  Number: 
From: 

RE: 


BLM  -  Glenwood  Springs  For 

9709472829 

Jane  Doe 

Don’t  open  the  Roan  Plateau  to  oil  and  gas  drilling 


Dear  BLM  -  Glenwood  Springs  For, 

The  Roan  Plateau  draft  management  plan  fails  to  offer  the  level  of  protection  that  local 
communities  want.  As  currently  written,  none  of  the  alternatives  offer  the  protection  these 
important  public  lands  warrant,  including  the  “Preferred  Alternative”  which  would  only 
temporarily  delay  the  destruction  of  the  Plateau’s  undeveloped  and  natural  landscapes.  I  strongly 
urge  the  BLM  to  revise  the  alternatives  presented  and  to  select  as  its  final  plan  one  which  honors 
the  community-supported  compromise  solution  for  the  Roan  Plateau.  The  new  plan  should 
prohibit  leasing  the  Plateau’s  top  and  cliffs,  provide  adequate  protections  for  important  habitat 
and  recreation  areas,  ensure  that  energy  development  is  conducted  in  a  way  that  respects  the 
surrounding  communities,  and  prioritizes  natural  resource  protection. 

Colorado’s  Roan  Plateau  provides  critical  habitat  for  the  imperiled  cutthroat  trout  and  the 
declining  sage  grouse.  Many  locals  and  community  leaders  feel  this  biological  hotspot,  which 
also  boasts  one  the  state’s  tallest  waterfalls,  is  deserv  ing  of  federal  protection.  Unfortunately,  the 
BLM’s  alternatives  don’t  provide  the  protections  needed  for  the  undeveloped  public  lands  atop 
and  on  the  scenic  cliffs  of  the  Roan  Plateau. 


Sincerely, 
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Dear  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Team 

The  Roan  Plateau  is  one  of  western  Colorado’s  premier  wild  areas.  It  is  also  incredibly  beautiful 
and  extremely  important  biologically.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  should  manage  the 
Plateau  to  provide  habitat  protection,  wilderness,  and  backcountry  recreation. 

I  am  writing  to  encourage  you  to  adopt  a  management  plan  that  incorporates  the  Conservation 
Vision  developed  by  Center  for  Native  Ecosystems  and  other  conservation  organizations.  Please 
act  to  protect  the  critical  plant  and  wildlife  habitat  as  well  as  the  roadless  areas  of  the  Roan 
Plateau. 

Sincerely, 
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Dear  Greg  Goodenow, 

The  BLM  should  revise  and  select  as  its  management  plan,  one  which  adopts  the  following  key 
provisions.  Specifically,  the  final  plan  should: 

Defer  all  leasing  on  top  during  the  life  of  the  management  plan  or  unless  and  until  gas  resources 
can  be  extracted  from  under  the  Plateau  without  disturbing  the  surface. 

Expand  the  ACECs  proposed  in  Alternative  II  and  recommend  strengthened  stipulations  to 
provide  protections  for  these  four  areas  (Trappers  Creek,  East  Fork  Canyon,  Magpie  Gulch,  and 
Anvil  Points).  Carry  forward  the  CDOW  ACEC  recommendations  with  slightly  expanded 
boundaries  of  40,495  acres  (an  increase  of  4,3 1 1  acres  from  Alt.  II). 

Expand  the  permanent  protective  stipulations  contemplated  in  the  draft  management  plan  (in 
Alternative  II)  including  the  provision  that  o  ground  disturbing  activities  be  allowed  on  certain 
lands  to  provide  the  strongest  protections  for  important  natural  resources,  sensitive  habitat, 
wildlife  wintering  areas,  and  backcountry  opportunities 
Include  the  Parachute  Watershed  Area  (derived  form  Alternative  III). 

Protect  the  Hubbard  Mesa  SRMA  with  No-Surface-Occupancy  stipulations  for  any  oil  and  gas 
development  that  may  occur  there. 

Include  a  32,639  acre  SRMA  atop  the  to  protect  the  Plateau’s  backcountry  opportunities. 

Limit  motorized  and  mechanized  travel  to  designated  routes  and  adopt  the  travel  management 
prescriptions  from  Alternative  II. 

Require  that  industry  always  use  Best  Management  Practices  and  technologies  that  minimize 
environmental  and  community  impacts  in  future  development  on  any  of  the  area’s  public  lands 
Involve  local  communities  in  determining  how  development  occurs  in  the  Planning  Area 

Sincerely,  Print  Name 
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John  T.  Salazar,  US  Congressman  (Page  1  of  1) 

02/18/2005  12:  5T  FAX  ®002 


JOHN  T.  SALAZAR 

k<a  bvr^cT.  Cxowo 


•wsuxoroei  owtcs 

1S81  LOHOwOHYm  House  Owes  OULDMO 
1202)  225-4791 


Congress  o£  ttje  (Hniteb  States 
ftoust  of  jRepreSmtatibKf 
EUasbinaton,  SC  20515-0603 


Dear  Ms.  Connell, 

I  write  to  you  to  request  a  30-day  extension  for  the  public  comment  period  currently 
underway  on  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  area. 

Ln  recent  weeks,  this  issue  has  attracted  an  enormous  amount  of  interest  from  my 
constituents.  Many  have  approached  me  to  express  concern  that  they  have  not  had 
enough  time  to  analyze  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS),  which  is  very 
technical,  and  provide  useflil  comments  back  to  the  Bureau. 

Management  of  the  Roan  Plateau  has  a  huge  impact  on  the  community  and  I  ask  that  you 
give  local  residents  ample  opportunity  to  weigh  in  on  this  important  subject. 

Please  feel  free  to  contact  me,  or  you  may  direct  your  staff  to  contact  John  Whitney  at 
970-375-3265,  should  you  have  any  questions  regarding  this  matter 

Sincerely, 

John  T.  Salazar 
Member  of  Congress 
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Congress  of  the  Hnittd  States 

Jiniist  of  KtprtstntatiDts 
Washington,  ©£  20515 

April  11.  2005 

Roan  Plateau  Comments 
Attention.  Greg  Goodenow 
Glenwood  Springs  Field  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.0  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs.  CO  81602 
Dear  Mr.  Goodenow: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  Envaonmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 
for  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area.  The  Draft  EIS  is  an  important  issue  to  me.  my  constituents 
and.  indeed,  the  entire  nation  because  it  will  shape  how  and  where  natural  gas  drilling  will  be 
allowed  within  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  .Area. 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  has  a  difficult  task  ahead  of  it  with  regard  to  natural  gas 
development  on  and  around  the  Roan  Plateau  Balancing  the  needs  of  local  communities, 
business  interests  and  public  demand  for  cheap,  reliable  energy  is  a  difficult  task  at  best. 
Balancing  land  management  decisions  between  a  diverse  set  of  uses  including  ranching,  hunting 
and  fishing,  watershed  protection  and  the  health  of  wildlife  populations  only  adds  to  the 
pressures  the  BLM  faces. 

The  input  of  local  governments,  community  organizations,  residents  and  businesses  should  be  a 
priority  in  this  process  I  commend  the  BLM  for  then  willingness  to  extend  the  comment  period 
on  the  draft  EIS  so  these  voices  may  be  heard  I  urge  the  BLM  to  not  ignore  the  input  it  has 
received  thus  far  and  to  incorporate  the  needs  of  the  local  communities  into  the  final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Early  on  in  the  EIS  drafting  process,  the  BLM  considered  many  alternatives  ranging  from  zero  to 
full  capacity  drilling  on  the  top  of  the  Plateau.  I  am  disappointed  the  BLM  failed  to  include 
alternatives  that  garnered  much  community  support  in  the  initial  scoping  period  for  the  EIS. 
Specifically.  I  am  referring  to  "Alternative  F"  which  would  have  permitted  oil  and  gas 
development  around  the  perimeter  of  the  Roan  while  leasing  the  Plateau's  top  in  its  current  state, 
free  of  major  drilling  activities. 

Research  and  sound  science  are  essential  components  to  the  decision  making  process  as  well.  A 
number  of  key  statistics  stick  out  in  my  mind  that  I  would  like  to  highlight  in  my  commems  to 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 
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•  The  draft  EIS  suggests  the  vast  major  fly  of  drilling  and  thus  the  vast  majority  of  gas 
recovered  under  this  plan  will  come  from  lands  around  the  base  of  the  Plateau  (DEIS 
page  4-214  ).  Gwen  this  information,  it  appears  there  is  no  need  to  chill  on  top  of  the 
Plateau  in  order  to  recover  the  vast  majority  of  gas  in  the  planning  area 

•  The  BLM  $  preferred  alternative  states  there  could  be  a  36%  decrease  in  winter  habflai 
for  local  mule  deer  populations  (DEIS  page  4-86)  This  decrease  m  habitat  has  the 
potential  to  dimmish  herd  sizes  by  33%  in  the  planning  area  (DEIS  page  4-£7y  In  light  of 
the  fact  that  the  Division  of  Wildlife  has  announced  the  region's  mule  deer  population  is 
already  well  below  ns  target.  I  find  this  information  particularly  troubling.  Key  w  inter 
range  areas  and  wildlife  migration  corridors  such  as  Magpie  Gulch  should  be  protected 
from  surface  disturbance  under  the  final  plan  Winter  range  for  the  Porcupine  Creek  eDc 
herd  should  be  protected  from  excessive  disturbance  as  welL 

As  I  mentioned,  local  input  and  the  needs  of  the  community  bold  important  weight  in  the 
decision  making  process  Many  surrounding  towns  such  as  Newcastle.  Silt.  Carbondale. 
Parachute.  Glenwood  Springs,  and  Rifle  have  already  passed  resolutions  m  support  of  the 
‘“Community^  Alternative"  and  some  have  also  submitted  comments  to  the  BLM.  In  addition, 
groups  such  as  the  Colorado  Mule  Deer  .Association.  Western  Colorado  C cm  gross.  Trout 
Unlimited  and  the  Colorado  Outfitters  .Association  have  also  weighed  in  on  the  matter  The 
comments  submitted  by  these  local  governments,  coramunflv  groups,  and  individual  residents 
should  be  given  full  and  fair  consideration  in  this  process 

I  urge  BLM  to  include  the  following  recommendations  in  the  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Statement 

1 .  At  this  time.  I  believe  the  BLM  should  not  approve  any  drilling  on  top  of  the  Roan  Plateau 
The  life  of  this  Environmental  Impact  Statement  is  tw  enty  years  According  to  the  BLM’s 
preferred  alternative,  fossil  fuel  extraction  can  be  delayed  for  16  years.  I  hope  to  see  it 
excluded  from  the  final  EIS  and  if  the  energy  needs  of  this  country  warrant  development  in 
twenty  years,  the  BLM.  m  consultation  with  local  communities,  can  rev  isit  that  option. 

2.  Fully  analyze  the  impact  of  the  'Community  .Alternative"  and  incorporate  its 
recommendations  where  appropriate  This  alternative  has  been  endorsed  by  the  towns  of  SilL 
Newcastle.  Carbondale  and  numerous  other  groups  such  as  the  Colorado  Mule  Deer 
.Association  and  the  Colorado  Outfitters  .Association.  The  BLM  should  work  to  prov  ide  the 
community  with  accurate  research  on  the  amount  of  natural  gas  that  can  be  extracted  by 
utilizing  only  drilling  at  the  base  of  the  Plateau 

3  Provide  adequate  spacing  betw  een  gas  wells  and  other  mff  lgarion  plans  so  the  mule  deer 
population  ai  the  base  of  the  Plateau  is  not  negatively  impacted  due  to  decreased  wintering 
habitats  and  migration  corridors  In  addition.  I  ask  the  BLM  to  prov  ide  a  fall  analysis  of  the 
impact  this  project  would  have  on  hunting  in  the  area,  including  any  economic  loss  that 
might  result  due  to  a  reduction  in  hunting  activities 
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4  Fully  analyze  the  implications  the  Draft  EIS  would  have  on  livestock  grazing  levels  on 
allotments  in  this  area  (DEIS  page  4-210).  The  Final  EIS  should  explain  how  each  allotment 
might  have  to  be  reduced  under  each  alternative  Measures  to  reduce  the  impact  to  allotment 
holders,  such  as  smaller  well  pads,  should  be  taken 

5.  Prov  ide  for  fall  water  quality  monitoring  to  ensure  area  w  ater  quality  is  not  diminished.  This 
is  particularly  important  in  the  creeks  which  contain  populations  of  genetically  pure  Colorado 
River  cutthroat  trout. 

Our  nation's  national  security  depends  on  the  development  of  domestic  energy  resources  By 
investing  in  renewable  energy  technologies  and  the  exploration  of  fossil  fuel  resources  here  at 
home,  we  will  decrease  our  dependence  on  foreign  oil  and  strengthen  our  homeland  security 

Again,  I  would  like  to  thank  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on 
the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area  Please  feel  free 
to  contact  me,  or  you  may  direct  your  staff  to  contact  John  Whitney  at  970-375-3264.  if  you 
should  have  any  questions  regarding  tins  matter. 


Sincerely, 

John  T  Salazar 
Member  of  Con er ess 
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April  11,2005 


Mr.  Greg  Good  enow 
Glen  wood  Springs  Field  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
PO  Box  1009 

Glen  wood  Springs,  Colorado  81602 


I  I  Greg  Diamond  Q 

|  |  Chris  Arend  O 

|  |  Terry  Brown 
I  I  Drea  Hallen 
D  Andrea  Autobee 

Please  Deliver  to:  _  nn  f\^nj  Fr/J  otto* 


Dear  Mr.  Goodenow: 

I  am  writing  to  comment  on  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management’s  Draft  Resource 
Management  Plan  Amendment  (RMPA)/  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS) 
for  the  Roan  Plateau,  near  the  town  of  Rifle  in  western  Colorado. 

It  is  vitally  important  that  local  residents,  elected  officials  and  citizens  from  across 
Colorado  and  the  United  States  have  a  say  in  the  future  of  the  Roan  Plateau.  The  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  (BLM)  has  done  a  good  job  providing  extended  opportunity  for 
public  comment  on  this  management  plan. 

An  overwhelming  majority  of  the  Western  Slope  residents,  governments  and  newspapers 
who  have  publicly  commented  on  the  BLM  plan  believe  that  the  top  of  the  Plateau  should 
be  preserved.  In  light  of  this  sentiment  I  was  disappointed  to  learn  that  almost  all  of  the 
current  alternatives  proposed  by  the  BLM  in  the  DEIS  allow  natural  gas  drilling  on  top  of 
the  Plateau. 


Jessica  Sewell 
Carlyne  Marshall 


Fax; 


Phone: 


Message: 


Statement  of  Confidentiality 

TV  Information  contained  in  this  facsimile  is  privileged  and  confidential  Information,  intended  only  far  the  use  of  the  Individual  v  entity  named 
above,  (f  the  reader  of  this  message  it  not  the  intended  recipient,  yon  are  hereby  notified  that  any  dissemination,  distribution  or  copy  of  dm 
communication  is  maty  prohibited  If  you  have  received  this  communication  b\  error,  please  notify  us  immediately  by  telephone  and  return  the 
original  message  to  us  01  the  above  address,  via  fax.  Thank  you 


The  BLM  has  a  mandate  to  encourage  multiple  uses  of  land  it  manages.  Unfortunately,  it 
appears  that  the  BLM’s  alternatives  allow  only  the  single  use  of  natural  gas  drilling 
within  the  DEIS  for  the  Roan  Plateau.  Any  visitor  from  the  top  of  the  plateau  could  see 
the  extensive  network  of  natural  gas  infrastructure  at  the  base  and  edges  of  the  Plateau 
and  conclude  the  entire  valley  is  being  driven  by  a  single  use,  natural  gas  drilling. 

Over  16  million  acres  of  BLM  lands  in  Colorado  arc  currently  available  for  leasing.  A 
mere  600, OCX)  acres  (3.5  percent)  are  protected.  Independent  analysis  using  BLM’s  own 
figures  in  the  draft  plan  shows  that  using  the  existing  roads  and  infrastructure  at  the  base 
of  Roan  will  allow  for  the  development  of  approximately  85%  and  99%  of  the  federal 
natural  gas  likely  to  be  produced  from  the  planning  area  over  the  next  twenty  years. 
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In  light  of  this,  drilling  on  top  of  Roan  Plateau  should  be  delayed  for  the  life  of  the 
management  plan,  or  until  such  time  that  technology  will  allow  for  access  to  natural  gas 
from  die  base  area. 

Given  the  overwhelming  desire  expressed  by  local  governments  and  citizens  to  protect 
the  top  of  the  plateau,  I  would  urge  you  to  seriously  consider  this  alternative.  This  will 
allow  the  BLM  to  avoid  making  an  irreversible  decision  to  allow  drilling  on  the  top  of  the 
plateau.  With  technological  advances,  gas  underneath  the  Roan  Plateau  could  also  be 
developed  without  damage  to  the  top  of  the  plateau.  Furthermore,  it  would  encourage  the 
orderly  development  of  natural  gas  leases  already  approved  for  drilling  on  public  lands 
within  the  Piccance/Uintah  Basin. 

The  BLM  must  also  require  best  management  practices  and  technologies  be  used  to 
minimize  environmental  and  community  impacts  and  to  emphasize  protection  for  the 
area’s  natural  resources  in  areas  where  natural  gas  drilling  is  allowed. 

Lastly,  it  is  vitally  important  for  the  BLM  to  protect  lands  on  the  Roan  Plateau  that  it  has 
concluded  contain  wilderness  quality,  arc  considered  roadless  or  contain  high  wildlife, 
ecological,  or  recreational  values.  It  is  also  critical  that  the  BLM  docs  not  prevent  the 
Congress  from  considering  public  lands  for  wilderness  or  other  protective  designations  in 
its  land  management  policy  decisions. 

That  is  why  1  support  efforts  to  strengthen  the  permanent  protective  stipulations  m 
Alternative  II,  including  expanding  the  Trappers  Creek,  East  Fork  Canyon,  Magpie 
Gulch,  and  Anvil  Points  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACECs)  to  40,495 
acres,  and  prescribing  No  Surface  Occupancy  (NSO)  and  No  Ground  Disturbance  (NGD) 
protections  for  these  sensitive  places. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  land  management  plan  for  the  Roan 
Plateau.  The  position  of  the  public  and  of  local  elected  officials  are  clear.  The  BLM 
must  accommodate  the  overwhelming  public  support  for  protecting  the  top  of  the  Roan 
Plateau  while  encouraging  energy  development  where  it  is  appropriate,  safe,  and  feasible. 


Sincerely  yours, 

Diana  DeGette 
Member  of  Congress 
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SEN.  K«  SALAZAR  202  228  5036 
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INWCY  AND  NATURAL  NMOUIOS 
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February  17, 2005 


The  Honorable  Oak  A.  Norton 
Secretary  of  the  Interior 
Uf5.  Department  of  die  Interior 
1 849  C  Street,  NW 
Washington,  DC  20240 

Dear  Secretary  Norton: 

I  respectfully  request  dust  the  public  comment  period  be  extended  for  an  additional  30 
days,  throughout  and  including  April  4, 2005,  on  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area 
Resource  Management  Plan  Amendment  and  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(DEIS) 

I  understand  that  an  extension  would  require  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to  adjust 
its  planning.  However,  there  no  some  concerns  about  portions  of  the  plan  being  delayed 
well  into  the  comment  period  and  confusion  coasting  from  various  agencies  on  the 
official  deadline  for  comments. 

While  thesos  issues  are  not  the  fault  of  any  one  individual,  they  are  an  inconvenience  to 
the  interested  public  who  wish  to  carefolly  study  and  evaluate  this  important  impact 
statement. 

Thank  you  for  considering  this  request  I  look  forward  to  working  with  you  on  Grafting 
an  acceptable  plan  for  foe  Roan  Plateau. 


Sincerely, 


Ken  Salazar 
United  Stales  Senator 


CC:  ITS.  Senator  Wayne  Allard 

U.S  Representative  John  Sakai 
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City  of  Glenwood  Springs 


City  Council 

101  West  8™  Street 
Glenwood  Springs.  Colorado  81601 
Phone  (970)  384-6408  Fax:  (970)  928-0980 


February  1,  2005 


Mr.  Greg  Goodenow 

BLM 

50629  Hwy  6&24 
Glenwood  Springs.  CO  81601 


RE:  Roan  Plateau  Management  Plan 
Dear  Mr.  Goodenow: 

Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  inform  the  City  Council  about  the  alternative  management  plans  for  the 
Roan  Plateau.  Bused  on  the  information  presented,  and  information  heard  in  the  past,  the  City  Council 
has  decided  to  continue  to  support  the  same  position  as  in  the  past.  Very  simply,  the  City  Council 
opposes  any  drilling,  now  or  in  the  future,  on  top  of  the  Roan  Plateau.  The  Council  did  not  agree  to 
support  any  of  the  alternative  management  plans  presented. 

The  Council  is  primarily  concerned  about  the  environmental  impacts  on  the  top  of  the  Plateau  due  to 
drilling.  Extraction  methods  not  disturbing  the  top  are  acceptable  to  the  Council. 

In  addition,  the  City  Council  expressed  an  interest  in  becoming  a  cooperating  agency.  Please  contact 
Jeff  Heckscl,  the  City  Manager  to  coordinate  the  City’s  involvement.  He  can  be  reached  at  970-384- 
6408. 

Again,  thank  you  for  taking  the  lime  to  come  to  the  City  Council  meeting. 


Larry  Emi 
Mayor 


Cc:  City  Council 

Jeff  Hecksel 
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Mr  Greg  Uoodcnow,  Roan  Plateau  Planning 
Glen  wood  Springs  BLM 
PO  Box  1009 

Glen  wood  Springs,  CO  81602 


Kb:  Cily  of  Rifle  Roan  Plateau  Technical  Comments 
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Dear  Mr.  Goodcnow: 

This  Idler  is  being  written  to  formally  submil  the  Cily  of  Rifle’s  technical  comments  in 
regards  10  (he  emu  draft  Resource  Management  Plan  Amendment  and  Environmental  Impact 

H ’  MOSiJm1.,1 fr  T  TU  P!f"™"g  Arca  (Novo,nbw  2004>  A<  »*•  reiterated  in  .be  February 
’  2005  k'l,or  lro"’ Ja""e  Ct>nne".  ">c  t  ity  of  Rifle,  as  a  cooperating  agency  will  no.  be  nrov.dme 
'7"  oTTT  "?arU'"g  manascmcn'  prefwenees  at  this  time  Such  comments  will  be  given  once 
public  comments  and  comment  analyses  have  been  reviewed  and  discussed.  The  Cily  recognizes Xu 
it  management  related  comments,  given  alter  the  close  of  ihc  comment  period  will  be  tin  of  the 
cold  and  will  be  unbred  as  the  City  cooperates  to  develop  a  Anal  management  plan  with  BLM 

C  omrnents  included  in  this  Icitcr  revolve  around  the  icchnieal  adct]uacv  of  ihc  dealt  Resource 
Management  Plan  Amendment  (DRMPA).  including:  Resource 

•  Identification  of  errors; 

•  Identification  of  additional  dala  to  be  considered; 

•  Concern  with  assumptions,  methodologies;  and/or 

•  Inconsistencies  with  local  land  use  plans. 

ritese  comments  arc  no,  meant  to  in  any  way  convey  the  City’s  management  or  policy  preferences 
•dJdy  or  lh°SC  0r‘"e  °RMPA  WhCre  C'"y  °f  **  ^’'i-es  further 

The  City's  comments  arc  as  follows: 

1  There  are  diflerent  ”No  Surface  Occupancy”  (NSO)  stipulations  for  different  resources  (i.e.  steep 
ope.-,,  spec i a  status  plants,  etc)  Jn  the  draft  plan,  however,  only  one  tvpe  of  NSO  is  identified 

;abebrnjrubl,rNsorfocn,:so  d“°m  a~  simpi>  « 

DRMPA  "7  W  pr0UX''  »"  **>“"=«  equally-  There  is  no  indication  within  the 
und^he  v. riotTstpS^?^  ^  P“  "d  Wh'Cl'  w""d  *  — ied' 


(■or  instance,  the  NSO  for  sleep  slopes  will  only  prohibit  distutbance  in  relation  to  the  criteria  of 
I  nil  NSO  (slopes  greater  Ilian  50%).  If  an  area  within  Ihe  NSO  was  found  to  have  a  slope  of  less 
lltan  50%.  that  area  would,  in  theory,  lie  eligible  for  development,  regardless  of  other  desirable 
rcs-mirces  that  may  be  found  The  NSO  would  only  protect  steep  slopes  of  greater  titan  50% 
grade  and  would  not  protect  areas  with  lesser  slopes  or  areas  lhal  exhibited  other  desirable 
resources. 

11k*  DRMPA  is  deficient  in  that  it  does  not  distinguish  those  resources  that  identified  NSO 
stipulations  arc  intended  to  protect  in  any  given  scenario.  The  City  of  Rifle  requests  that  the  plan 
be  updated  to  indicate  all  available  types  of  potential  NSOs  and  where  those  NSOs  arc 
anticipated  to  occur  under  the  various  proposed  alternatives.  If  new  NSO  stipulation  categories 
can  be  created  to  protect  features  or  resources  that  have  not  previously  been  contemplated  please 
indicate  that  as  well. 

2.  In  Ihc  DRMPA’*  analysis  of  recreation,  particularly  in  the  included  recreation  maps,  private 
lands  have  been  included  when  analyzing  recreation  opportunities  classes  It  is  unlikely 
however,  that  private  land  surrounding  public  land  within  the  planning  area  will  maintain 
backcountry  recreation  qualities. 

In  addition,  there  is  a  stgni fictuit  difference  in  the  amount  of  backcountry  recreation  opportunities 
currently  shown  between  the  proposed  Alternative  I  and  Alternative  [I.  11  is  unclear  what  is 
causing  the  decrease  in  backcountry  recreation  opportunities  because  it  seems  that  opportunities 
for  solitary  recreation  opportunities  should  increase  as  more  protections  and  stipulations  are  put 
in  place  under  Alternative  II  Instead,  the  opposite  is  shown. 

I  he  plan  should  be  adjusted  lo  more  accurately  reflect  anlicipated  recreation  opportunities  while 
recognizing  that  activity  on  private  land  is  likely  to  evolve  and  cliangcs  will  affect  recreation 
opportunities  within  public  lands 

When  discussing  dtiturtnnee*  lo  big  game  wildlife  by  various  activities  (including  the 
development  ol  roads,  drilling,  etc),  impact*  lo  mule  deer  (population  losses)  arc  calculated  based 
on  two  diflerent  densities:  1)  Forty  deer  per  square  kilometer  of  winter  range  as  presented  in 
reviewed  literature;  and  2)  One  deer  per  ten  acres,  which  is  the  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife’s 
population  goal  tor  deer  ...  GMU  41  (4-74).  The  Cily  of  Rifle  has  issues  with  the  use  of  tlto.se 
densities  lo  predict  potential  impacts  lo  deer  populations  in  the  planning  area. 

First,  Game  Management  Unit  (GMU)  41  appears  to  encompass  the  area  around  Grand  Mesa  and 
IS  not  even  adjacent  to  tile  planning  area  being  considered  as  part  or  this  process  The  Citv 
quesllons  why  unpacks  ,o  mule  deer  tn  ihe  DRMPA  would  lx-  based  on  a  population  goal  for  an 

™  |!™ycd  T'i  “"“1  Whcre  ac'“al  ,mpacls  ,nay  oc<:i"'  "  '"’pacts  are  going  it  be  based 
on  a  GMl/  goal,  please  use  mule  deer  population  goals  from  GMl/  32  and  not  GMU  4 1 

T4"*  •»'"*  d«'  population  impacts  on  desired  levels  and  goals  is 

important,  it  would  also  be  beneficial  to  base  those  impacts  on  current  population  levels  The 

uroll  fm'thaT  17777°", 7  CUrT  mU'C  deC'  popuia"°"  lor  0M'J  12  is  well  below  the 
goal  lor  that  area.  If  that  is  true,  basing  Ihc  population  impacts  on  ihc  goal  for  Ihc  area  may  be 

!dcnX“,n  he’CDRMpl7’,'lal'0n  l0VCl  “  W"T°n"y  bclow  P"’)‘‘*cd  poal-impacls  level 
foen  bed  m  the  DRMPA,  basing  impacta  on  Ihe  desired  population  for  ihe  GMU  is  irrelevant 
bccausL  deer  populations  may  never  even  reach  the  supposed  population  level  dial  would  be 

cfofiil  !V CXPC  ""PaC,S  A  dc'”C"'>"  °r  ' "tpacts  lo  current  population  levels  will  t 

bclpfiil  m  determining  management  policies  by  giving  a  more  accurate  baseline  from  winch  to 


City  of  Rifle 

R  °  *  D  AVENUE  •  P.O.  BOX  1908  • 
WWW.RIFLECO.ORG 


RIFLE,  CO  81650 


PrCSCm  ,mPaC,S  *  ,hC  «- *  POpl'la,i°"  “  -  <»  the 

4.  In  reference  lo  offsite  and  cumulative  impacts,  the  DRMPA  states  "Oil  and  gas  development  on 

MtmTl  ,a',he  lhC  roT'"8  Ar““  ‘"’d  e'ncral  regl0n  “  "PC""*1  lo  be  similar  in  nature  and 

10  7  imf cts ,iLM  °>  Planning  Area.”  (4-76)  The  Cily  of  Rule  believes 

hat  die  above  tdennficd  slatement  is  maecuralc  or  does  not  present  a  realistic  perception  of  the 
lulure  development  of  private  lands  surrounding  BLM  land.  The  only  way  lhal  oil  and  gas 
development  on  private  lands  will  reflect  patients  and  impacts  seen  on  BLM  land  is  if  BLM  docs 
nol  regulate  oil  and  gas  development  any  more  than  is  regulated  by  Ihe  Stale  of  Colorado  The 
Lily  antic, pales  that  such  will  nol  be  the  case,  but  that  BLM  will  work  with  cooperating  agencies 
to  manage  the  land  lor  multiple  uses,  restricting  natural  resource  extraction  in  areas  deemed 
appropriate. 

Il  seems  logical  dial  as  more  and  more  rcstriedons  arc  placed  on  public  land,  drilling  activity  will 
ecomc  more  and  more  intense  on  surrounding  private  land  -  particularly  if  public  minerals  are 
leaser)  bul  can  I  be  accessed  flom  public  land  because  oriiutd  use  restrictions 

t  he  City  of  Rifle  requesls  lltal  further  analysis  be  conducted  and  presented  with  the  assumption 
lhal  private  lands  surrounding  public  land  will  develop  differently  in  response  to  different  levels 
ol  land  use  regulation  and  management  on  BLM  land  -  Not  just  in  relatton  lo  Timing 
Limitations,  bul  in  reaction  to  all  other  stipulations  and  protections  as  well. 

5  . U"Tnrov  pra7cd  alttroalivcs  include  timing  limitations  of  either  5-months  (December  1  to 
April  30)  or  2-months  (January  and  February),  It  is  conceivable,  however,  lhal  big  game 
populations  would  be  pushed  lo  winter  range,  because  of  winter  conditions,  prior  to  December  I 
in  any  given  year  A  more  appropriate  timing  limitation  for  winler  range  activity  may  begin  as 
carty  a*  foe  beginning  of  October  The  City  of  Rifle  requests  that  Timing  Limitation  alternatives 
also  include  a  liming  limitation  that  would  more  accurately  reflect  when  big  game  populations 
would  potentially  be  forced  lo  migrate  into  winter  range  areas  P 

In  addition  a  variety  of  activity,  including  recreation,  can  affect  the  patterns,  movement,  and 
health  of  big  game  populations.  Timing  limilaliens  in  winter  range  areas  should  apply  to  all 
activity,  not  just  oil  and  gas  activity.  1  y  7 

6.  file  distinction  between  public  and  pnvaic  land  needs  to  be  belle,  emphasized  flic  fact  lhal  the 
Planning  Area  contains  both  public  and  private  land  is  confusing  in  the  fact  that  the  title 

are  "'ll"8  7Ca  ,  sou"ds  “  '|TO"gl?  1110  oilIC0mc  °r  "'is  planning  process  will  affect  Ihe  entire 
area,  in  reality,  however,  only  public  lands  within  Ihe  Planning  Area  will  be  affected  by  this 
process,  li  „  ,,  nol  undemood  by  ihe  general  public  that  private  lands  are  also  presenl  in  Ihe 
pt.  lung  area  anti  lhal  BLM  has  no  control  over  wind  occurs  on  pnvate  land,  misunderstandings 
nd  negative  feedback  iront  the  public  may  result  as  private  lands  within  the  planning  area  arc 

oriv'aleP|  I"  7UTJ1“.DRMPA  sh<n,l<l  place  “  cnlPbasis  on  Ihe  distinction  of  public  versus 
private  land  withm  Ihe  planning  area  or  should  redefine  Ihe  planning  area  lo  only  include  public 

7  ^n"“A  br,eny  addr,;8MS  lhc  ",suc  ofoil  ’hale  development.  While  (here  are 

meureme 7  hmT>'“iW  ^  »"  *»le  '"dtmry  and  the  industry’s  likelihood  of 

occuiTing  within  the  planning  area  in  Ihe  foreseeable  future  may  be  difficult,  the  City  of  Rifle 
reels  that  such  on  analysis  is  needed  in  Ihe  planning  document. 


Al, ,17ldT!°Pment  a"d  "‘m'ral  gas  development,  because  of  the  way  in  which  each 
®  y  ,  conducJcd;  are  f'«l  necessarily  compatible  activities.  In  any  analysis  of  oil  shale 

huve^^ 

■should  afro  "be  i“S",ay  'h'  ^  M  ‘Me  dwelopmem  wifitm  the  area 

8  driferaM  qU°"S  C,rCUl0,Cd  the  «»<««  of  revenue  generated  by 

It  nnwt  the  planning  area.  The  DRMPA  quotes  a  1995  Colorado  Division  of  WiMlife 
«  DOW)  study  md.ea.mg  that  expenditures  by  hunters  in  ihe  planning  area  were  as  much  as  51 
million  annually  and  lhal  there  were  perhaps  an  additional  SI  million  in  indirect  impacts  throuuh 
local  expenditures  Other  quotes  have  indicated  that  as  much  as  S4  milhon  are  annual 

documenwd8 Please^ tW"f  "m*'1"  Plan"'n8  T'"  80UrCC  °f  lho“  '"""bers  (not  BLM)  is  nm 

Ihe  Phinnm  !  vlarily  ihe  amount  of  local  economic  benefits  generated  by  activity  wnhin 
the  I  lanmng  Area,  preferably  with  data  more  recent  than  1995.  w 

9  Gas  drilling  rates  appear  to  be  baaed  on  the  Reasonable  Foreseeable  Development  (RFDV 

SSEE t bav  bK  RFD  "It'rd  “ump"™8  Pcs'  informatioth  some 

were  m  ’ns 7m  r  7"  ^"'"7  ^  "K  W,lhoms  *»•  «“"p.ny.  Among  the  assumptions 
things,  such  as  rig  availability,  that  ore  variable  and  can  easily  change  esneciullv  if  there  is 

ts-sz  £•=£ 

probaWc  impacts.  '  U'Tk'Cn'  mak'"g  “dequate  prepata.ions  fix 
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>  •  ,  r0**  °  £,evel“P''«="l  opportunities  and  potential  impacts,  please  mclude  an 

analysis  ol  potential  nnpacts  to  all  resources  while  considering  surface  spacing  of  160  acres  and 
surface  spacing  of  640  acres.  This  will  provide  better  infb.rn.ton  regardi,«  dnlhng 
alternatives/ impacts  to  all  parties  involved  in  developing  the  final  resource  management  plan 

11.  The  DRMPA  indicates  that  .here  eould  be  secondary  impacts  to  roadways  of  surrounding 
jurisdictions  due  lo  the  type  and  level  of  traffic  generated  by  the  decisions  resulting  from  this 
priKcsS;  Depending  on  the  route,  die  amount  of  traffic  generated,  and  the  selected  management 
alternative,  the  C  ity  could  see  degradation  in  levels  or  Service  (LOS)  to  the  inlcrseclitns  on 
Railroad  Ave  and  those  ihat  adjoin  State  Highway  13.  Ibis  would  affect  die  ability  lo  efficiently 

T ri,y  11,crc  c"t,]d  aU°  be  »  p-b.io 

kc  the  Middle  School  crossing  on  Railroad  Ave  between  b»  and  8'*  slreels  or  the  potential 
Elementary  School  crossing  al  SH  13  and  30‘h  Street  From  the  average  daily  traffiMADT 
numbers  generated  by  the  BLM  in  the  DRMPA,  there  could  also  be  pavement  life  cycle  cost 
associated  with  the  increase  in  traffic.  y  e  co“k 

I  he  DRMPA  includes  only  a  brief  discussion  in  regards  to  the  amount  of  traffic  that  may  be 
arc  on  fi  I  eT  t  po*"blc  "ve  “'“malives  presented  in  the  current  plan  and  Ihose  impaels 
wOhm  ra  “  T  v*0  SH  13  Hwy  6  there  also  appears  to  be  some  inde efeuin 

ithin  the  document  about  the  rate  of  development  in  every  alternative  which  would  huve  a 
three  hearing  on  traffic  impacts  to  the  City.  To  belter  define  the  potential  influence  of  these 
cllangcs  in  traffic  patterns,  the  City  of  Rifle  requests  that  the  impacts  outlined  above  be  evaluated 

extrem  lv  nSf0r<bC  RMPA/WS  an"  lhal  a  "“rough  impact  analysis  is  conducted.  It  will  be 
extremely  difficult  for  cooperating  agencies  lo  make  informed  and  useful  comments  in  regards  lo 
management  decisions  within  the  planning  area  without  adequate  information  on  what  the 
potential  impacts  of  those  decisions  win  be.  t,  will  be  the  responsibility  of  swound^ 
municipalities  fo  shoulder  the  costs  of  impacts  caused  by  increased  traffic  Those  communities 
should  at  least  be  well  informed  as  to  what  the  potential  impacts  and  costs  that  they  will  be  facing 


1  lltlUK.  ' 


*  tut  lilt  l 


_  ,  L  uppununny  10  provide  these  technical  comments.  The  City 

forward  to  working  with  BLM  in  developing  the  final  recommended  action 


wi  rune  iooks 


Sincerely, 

Rifle  City  Council 

Keith  Lambert,  Mayor 


Proposed  RMPA/Final  EIS  ■  August  2006 
Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area,  Colorado 


D-7 


CHAPTER  6  ■  CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 


D-8 


Colorado  Department  of  Natural  Resources  (Page  1-4  of  10) 


STATE  OF  COLORADO 


OFFICE  OF  THE  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 

Department  ot  Natural  Ratourc** 

1313  Sherman  Sim*.  Room  718 
Denwr,  CnlOffcl  60203 
Ptw  1301)  DM  3311 
TDD:  iioji  »w>-):.4  3 
fax  003)  866-21  IS 


DECEIVED 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MGMT. 
GLENWOOD  SPRINGS,  CO. 

2G0S  APR  11  pfl  1  27 


DEPARTMENT  Of 


NATURAL 

RESOURCES 


STATE  OF  COLORADO 

BUI  Owens,  Governor 

DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES 

DIVISION  OF  WILDLIFE 

AN  EOLiAl  OPPORTUNITY  E**’LOYEfl 

Bruce  McOoskoy.  Dtrador 
6060  Broadway 
Denver.  Cotoraoo  802)6 
Telephone  (303)  297-1182 


For  WUdtyr* 
For  Profu U 


April  11,2005 
Greg  Goodenow 

Planning  and  Environmental  Coordinator 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
PO  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs  CO  81602 
Dear  Mr.  Goodenow: 


IvoiMlYMiy 


April  6,  2005 


Greg  Goodenow  -  Planning  and  Environmental  Coordinator 
Bureau  of  land  Management 
Glenwood  Springs  Field  Office 
P.O.Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81602 

Rc  Roan  Plateau  Resource  Management  Plan  Amendment  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


On  bchalfof  the  Colorado  Department  of  Natural  Resources  (DNR)  I  submit 
the  following  comments  on  the  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  Amendment  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Roan  Plateau  (RMPA).  The  Colorado  DNR 
would  like  to  thank  the  BLM  for  the  opportunity  to  serve  as  a  cooperating  agency 
during  this  planning  effort  and  we  look  forward  to  working  with  you  and  the  other 
cooperating  agencies  as  this  important  process  moves  forward.  The  BLM's  efforts  to 
bring  local  communities  and  state  agencies  to  the  tabic  from  the  start  is  appreciated 
and  we  take  seriously  the  responsibilities  you  have  placed  upon  this  department  and 
our  divisions. 

In  accordance  with  the  BLM  letter  dated  February  18,  2005  wc  generated 
comment  letters  from  our  DNR  Team  -  comprised  of  the  Colorado  Division  of 
Wildlife  (CDOW),  the  Colorado  Division  of  Parks  and  Outdoor  Recreation  (DPOR), 
the  Colorado  Oil  and  Gas  Conservation  Commission  (COGCC)  and  the  Colorado 
Geological  Survey  (CGS).  These  comments  represent  the  technical  analysis,  content 
review  of  the  RMPA  and  do  not  recommend  specific  policy  recommendations  on  any 
of  the  identified  alternatives.  Wc  understand  as  a  cooperating  agency  the  “policy 
recommendation”  letter  from  DNR  will  he  due  at  a  later  date. 


Again,  tliank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  submit  these  comments  on  behalf  of 
the  Colorado  DNR  and  I  look  forward  to  hearing  from  BLM  on  what  the  next  step  in 
this  process  will  be. 


MiMfd  ul  Land  C orrwn  uionCfT  .  Div-vini  itl  Mtne~jk  &  0«  itu> yfCet j I  Survey 
Ot"  &  Cos  C(W*>*-i\aUon  Camnir.  «*■  •  (..mjtjUo  bote  •  OrwBon  frw^rv 
W.iler  Conservator)  Brurri  •  DfVWHin  ot  WM?'  Rerouro**  •  I  toiuvi  of  WikJMr 


Dear  Mr.  Goodenow: 

The  Colorado  Department  of  Natural  Resources  is  a  Cooperating  Agency  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  Plan  Amendment  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area.  The 
Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  is  one  of  die  divisions  in  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  that  has  been  contributing 
to  this  effort. 

The  mission  statement  and  statutory  obligation  of  the  Division  of  Wildlife  states: 

It  is  the  policy  of  the  State  of  Colorado  that  the  wildlife  and  their  environment  arc  to  be  protected,  preserved,  enhanced, 
and  managed  for  die  use,  benefit,  and  enjoyment  of  the  people  of  this  state  and  Us  visitors. 

With  this  legislative  direction  in  mind,  the  Division  of  Wildlife  submits  the  following  content  analysis  and  critique  of 
the  draft  RMPA/EIS: 

NEPA 

The  document's  disclosure,  in  the  form  of  analysis  and  management  descriptions,  regarding  natural  resources  such  as 
wildlife,  fisheries,  range  management,  recreation  etc,  occurs  only  in  the  context  of  oil  and  gas  development  alternatives 
This  appears  to  make  the  RMPA  more  of  an  oil  and  gas  leasing  environmental  impact  statement.  The  draft  RMPA  does 
not  fully  describe  the  “project’*  and  associated  impacts  for  the  life  of  the  project,  li  does  not  describe  the  irreplaceable 
losses  or  the  regional  unpacts  which  is  required  information  per  NEPA  The  CDOW  believes  the  RMPA  should 
contain  a  monitoring  plan  to  protect  other  resources.  We  offer  the  following  specific  analysis  to  help  the  BLM  produce 
a  final  RMP  A  that  adequately  discloses  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  action  to  the  public. 

Planning  area 

The  planning  area,  as  defined,  does  not  include  the  entire  Parachute  Greek  watershed,  and  the  area  below  the  Book 
cliffs  Rim  from  Parachute  Creek  west  lo  Mt  Logan.  No  rationale  is  presented  as  to  why  the  entire  Parachute  Creek 


DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES.  Russ**  Gaorpa.  Execute  Director 
WUXJFE  C06MSSKX  Jcftcy  OmMurd.  Chair  •  Tom  Bufce  Chav  •  Ken  Torres.  Secretary 

^rrtbars.  Bernard  Black  •  Rc*  Enslrom  •  F*i*p  Jamas  •  Ctee  ONaal  •  Brad  Ptvaipa  •  Robert  Shoemaker 
Ex  Olfcc»  Membere  Russei  George  and  Dm  Amera 


watershed  was  not  included  in  the  planning  area  despite  references  to  creating  a  WMA  to  address  concerns  of  the  town 
of  Parachute  (p.  2-77). 

Including  the  entire  watershed  in  the  area  of  analysis  would  more  accurately  reflect  the  potential  gas  development  and 
would  constitute  a  better  ecological  scale  for  analysis.  For  example,  the  area  west  of  Parachute  Creek  that  includes 
Riley  and  Starkey  Gulches  contains  the  highest  density  gas  development  m  the  world  and  should  reasonably  be 
expected  to  cause  impacts  cast  of  Parachute  Creek.  This  area  historically  wintered  hundreds  of  mule  doer.  Changes  to 
this  area  affect  the  ability  of  these  lands  to  provide  winter  habitat  for  mule  deer,  which  impacts  the  population  of  mule 
deer  that  utilize  the  Roan  Plateau 

Exclusion  of  the  area  west  of  Parachute  Creek  minimizes  past  impacts,  dilutes  future  assessment  and  precludes  accurate 
assessment  of  direct,  indirect  and  cumulative  impacts.  Leaving  the  area  west  of  Parachute  Creek  out  of  the  analysis 
skews  the  environmental  analysis  and  raises  questions  about  the  validity  of  environmental  consequences  m  relationship 
to  water  quality,  wildlife,  fisheries,  and  cumulative  impacts.  The  CDOW  would  prefer  that  the  final  RMPA  include 
information  as  to  the  number  and  density  of  gas  wells  and  roads  in  this  area  and  discuss  how  the  various  natural 
attributes  (vegetation,  topography,  water,  wildltfe  etc)  relate  to  the  planning  area  in  the  context  of  the  proposed  actions 

Reasonable  Foreseeable  Development 

The  draft  RMPA  does  not  analyze  the  full  field  development  that  is  possible  given  the  information  presented  in  die 
Reasonable  Foreseeable  Development  (pgs.  II- 1  through  H-6).  Without  knowing  where  roads  and  well  pads  will  be 
located,  it  is  not  feasible  to  accurately  assess  impacts  on  wildlife  populations  As  Trombulak  and  Fnsscll  stated  in  2000, 
“Not  all  species  and  ecosystems  are  equally  affected  by  roads,  but  overall  the  presence  of  roads  is  highly  correlative 
with  changes  in  species  composition  and  population  sizes. . .  ”  Therefore,  failing  to  provide  analysis  of  the  impacts  from 
full  field  development  may  compromise  the  validity  of  the  cumulative  impacts  assessment.  In  addition,  the  absence  of  a 
full  field  development  assessment  minimizes  the  time  frame  in  which  oil  and  gas  activities  will  be  occurring  in  the 
planning  area.  The  CDOW  believes  the  final  RMP  should  discuss  and  analyze  the  impacts  that  could  occur  if  the 
planning  area  is  leased  and  then  developed  with  a  well  pad  every  forty  acres 

Timing  Limitations,  Wildlife  Seclusion  areas.  Wildlife  habitat  mitigation: 

Tliroughout  the  alternatives  the  amount  of  acreage  in  standard  terms  and  conditions  (Table  ES-1 )  indicates  a  revision 
of  the  1 999  FSEIS.  For  example,  certain  alternatives  indicate  a  reduction  of  the  various  tuning  limitations,  removal  of 
the  NSO  restrictions  for  the  wildlife  seclusion  areas,  and  omission  of  the  wildlife  habitat  lease  notices  which  require 
wildlife  habitat  mitigation  after  a  certain  threshold  of  gas  development  has  been  reached.  These  and  other  miugative 
measures,  were  an  integral  part  of  the  March  1999  Record  of  Decisions  (ROD)  Finding  of  No  Significant  Impact 
(FONSI)  for  the  1 999  FEIS.  If  removal  of  these  protective  strategies  is  a  component  of  any  alternative  proposed  in  the 
final  RMPA,  then  the  BLM  is  required  by  NEPA  to  present  the  evaluation  that  occurred  to  warrant  these  types  of 
changes,  and  to  analyze  the  effects  of  this  change  in  the  Roan  Plateau  Amendment  (ROD  March  1999  p.  5). 

At  present,  there  are  approximately  20,952  acres  of  federal  mineral  estate  in  the  planning  area  that  arc  outside  of  die 
NOSR  (p.  4-214).  The  majority  of  these  lands  are  located  “below  the  rim”  and  are  classified  in  Hie  CDOW  Wildlife 
Resource  Information  System  as  winter  range,  severe  winter  range  and  winter  concentration  areas  for  mule  deer, 
liming  limitation  stipulations  were  adopted  to  mitigate  impacts  to  wintering  populations  of  mule  deer.  These 
restrictions  are  an  integral  component  of  the  1999  FSEIS  plan  amendment  They  were  deemed  necessary  to  avoid  or 
minimize  environmental  impacts,  and  to  prevent  undue  and  unnecessary  damage.  If  the  timing  limitation  is  removed, 
the  environmental  consequences  described  m  the  1999  FSEIS  (pgs.  4-18  through  4-26)  would  likely  occur.  It 
concludes  dire  consequences  for  wildlife  absent  mitigation.  The  CDOW  affirms  that  the  following  statements  presented 
in  the  draft  RMPA/EIS  justify  the  need  for  continuation  of  protective  measures  such  as  winter  timing  restrictions, 
wildlife  habitat  enhancement,  and  protection  of  the  wildlife  seclusion  areas  the  conclusion  of  “cumulative  advene 
impacts”  (p.  4-2 1 8);  an  acknowledgement  that,  “negative  impucts  to  relevant  and  important  resource  values  are  likely  to 
occur  from  ongoing  human  development  throughout  the  general  region,  regardless  of  management  actions  undertaken 
within  the  Planning  Area  M(p.  4-220);  and  the  understanding  that,  “If  nogativc  impacts  continue  to  increase,  the 
condition  of  these  resources  on  public  lands  would  become  even  more  important  in  terms  of  contribution  to  global 
species  viability,  as  well  as  the  intrinsic  value  and  biodiversity  they  represent. ”(p.  4-220) 
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Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 

The  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concent  (ACF.C)  Management  Considerations  (Dec.  2002).  ACEC  Amendment 
Evaluation  (Aug  2002),  and  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System  (WSR)  Eligibility  Report  (Sept.  2002)  are  thorough, 
accurate  and  complete  documents.  The  biological  and  ecological  attributes  of  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area  (RPPA) 
are  well-documented  and  the  CDOW  supports  the  conclusions  and  findings  of  these  reports.  These  reports  present  a 
good  basis  for  assessing  management  actions  at  the  RMPA  level. 

Implementing  ACEC  designation  for  portions  of  the  RPPA  supports  the  direction  of  Section  202  of  the  Federal  Land 
Management  Policy  Act  (FLPMA),  requiring  that  priority  be  given  to  the  designation  and  protection  of  areas  of  critical 
environmental  concern  (p.  1  -2)  Designating  four  areas  (Anvil  Points,  East  Folk,  Magpie  Gulch,  and  Trapper  Creek)  as 
ACEC’s  will  facilitate  gas  development  while  protecting  critical  wildlife  resources  and  ecological  values  The  four 
ACEC’s  make  up  49%  of  the  planning  area  (p.  219). 

ACEC’s  provide  active  management  and  allow  the  greatest  amount  of  management  flexibility  amidst  the  various 
resource  demands.  All  of  the  attributes  needing  protection  under  the  WSR  eligibility  report  can  be  managed  through 
ACEC  designation 

Managing  the  Roan  Plateau  by  designating  the  four  ACEC’s  will  meet  the  FI  MPA  mandate  to  provide  a  balance  and 
diversity  of  resource  uses.  It  will  also  ensure  that  land  uses  be  managed  m  a  way  that  will  protect  the  quality  of  the 
scientific,  scenic,  historical,  ecological,  environmental,  air  quality,  water  quahty  values  and  archaeological  values  of  the 
RPPA  (p.  1-2  preliminary  draft  of  RMPA). 

Economic  Impacts 

The  CDOW  believes  that  the  document  does  not  satisfactorily  reflect  the  importance  of  wildlife  to  local  economics. 
BBC  Research  and  Consulting's  October  2004  report.  The  Economic  Impacts  of  Hunting.  Fishing  and  Wildlife 
Watching  in  Colorado,  (http^/wildlife^tate  oo  us  aboutTxonomic  ImpoctReporLpdf)  provides  information  reflecting 
the  importance  of  this  component  to  stale  and  local  economics  It  is  also  likely  that  the  figures  m  0k  BBC  report  are 
extremely  conservative  based  on  die  feet  that  the  year  studied  2002;  saw  a  severe  drought  and  significant  wildfires  in 
Colorado,  both  of  which  had  a  negative  impact  on  tourism  into  the  state.  In  addition.  2002  was  the  first  year  of  a 
substantial  non-resident  license  fee  increase,  which  resulted  in  a  decrease  m  hunter  dollars. 

In  2002,  total  impacts  to  the  State  of  Colorado  from  hunting  and  fishing,  generated  more  than  1 .5  bilhon  dollars,  and 
20,000  johs.  It  is  also  estimated  that  wildlife  watching  has  a  5940  million  economic  impact  and  supports  approximately 
1 3,000  job*  m  Colorado. 

Garfield  County  has  unique  and  critical  lies  lo  the  economic  benefits  of  wildlife.  In  2002,  the  total  impact  to  Garfield 
County  from  hunting  and  fishing  was  553.1  million  53.4  million  was  generated  due  to  deer  hunting,  while  S10.8 
million  dollars  due  to  elk  hunting  within  the  county.  The  remaining  S39.2  million  was  attributed  to  other  big  game 
hunting,  small  game  hunting,  and  fishing. 

The  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area  sits  in  CDOW  defined  Game  Management  Unit  (GMU)  32.  In  2004.  GMU  32  was 
utilized  by  R38  elk  hunters  and  870  deer  hunters  Utilizing  per  hunter  figures  from  BBC,  the*  hunters  contributed  $1.6 
million  to  kical  economies  An  additional  $1 .9  million  was  generated  m  GMU  32  from  other  big  game  hunting,  small 
game  hunting  and  fishing  Wildlife  watching  within  the  planning  are*  is  conservatively  estimated  at  SI  6  million  dollars 
per  year,  Ihcretore,  GMU  32  generates  ai  least  $5.1  million  annually  to  the  local  economy  This  equates  to  over  SI 02 
million  of  total  economic  impact  over  the  twenty  year  life  of  the  RMPA. 

Reclamation 

The  Draft  RMP  ATLIS  lacks  sufficient  evaluation  with  regard  to  reclamation  of  impacts  to  the  land  by  gas  development. 
Within  4  3  Biological  Environment,  reclamation  is  defined  for  the  lessee  as  a  six  step  program.  The  CDOW  believes 
that  evaluation  and  monitoring  of  reclamation  efforts  should  be  required.  An  evaluation  of  past  reclamation  efforts 
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along  with,  the  present  condition  and  status  of  lands  within  the  planning  area  with  respect  to  wildlife,  water  quality  and 
fisheries  should  be  included  in  the  final  RMPA 

The  CDOW  supports  reclamation  requirements  that  are  performance  based  rather  than  prescriptive.  For  example, 
operator  will  reclaim  disturbed  ground  to  achieve  x%  cover,  versus  operator  will  broadcast  a  certain  amount  of  pounds 
of  a  required  seed  rant  Reclamation  success  should  be  monitored  and  evaluated  with  a  standard  methodology.  The 
goals  of  the  reclamation  should  he  clearly  defined  with  regard  to  time  frame,  vegetative  cover  objectives,  soil 
protection,  and  wildlife  forage. 

Since  it  is  unknown  what  full-field  development  would  be,  information  such  as  amount  and  success  of  reclamation  and 
thus  total  impacts  have  not  been  adequately  addressed  nor  disclosed.  Lacking  this  level  of  detail,  it  is  difficult  to 
determine  impacts  on  wildlife.  The  CDOW  would  like  the  final  RMPA  to  address  these  concerns. 

Wildlife  and  Fisheries  specific  content  analysis 

Fawning/calving  habitat  and  movement  corridors 

The  CDOW  would  like  to  see  more  information  and  detail  presented  concerning  fawning,  calving,  and  transitional  or 
migration  corridors  for  big  game  Specifically,  page  3-36  indicates  that  calving  areas  are  not  mapped  by  CDOW. 
Review  of  the  CDOW  WR1S  data  base  shows  that  the  areas  critical  for  calving  and  birthing  atop  the  Roan  Plateau  are 
mapped  as  critical  production  areas  In  fact,  GMU  32  contains  some  of  the  most  critical  birthing  and  reproduction  areas 
for  the  entire  Data  Analysis  Unit  (DAU).  These  areas  should  be  carefully  considered  within  the  document,  especially 
within  the  Environmental  Consequences  section  with  respect  to  well  locations  and  increased  human  disturbance  during 
these  particular  times  of  die  year 

Migration  corridors  are  also  critical  to  the  success  of  these  populations  as  animals  move  from  summer  through 
transitional  ranges  to  wintering  areas  The  planning  area  is  unique  in  that  the  cliffs  and  geologic  formations  limit  these 
movement  corridors.  The  RMPA  acknowledges  the  importance  of  these  areas  m  the  Affected  Environment  section 
(p.  3-36)  but  does  not  show  how  the  oil  and  gas  infrastructure,  and/or  other  management  activities,  relate  to  these  areas 
physically  and  spatially.  There  is  no  disclosure  as  to  how  field  development  throughout  the  alternatives  relates  to 
characteristics  such  as  movement  of  big  game  animals  and  habitat  fragmentation.  Questions  such  as.  where  will 
pipelines  and  roads  be  placed,  and  how  the  movement  of  animals  will  be  effected  by  such  infrastructure,  need  to  be 
discussed  and  analyzed  in  the  final  RMPA. 

Deer  information 

The  reference  to  Chronic  Wasting  Disease  (CWD)  (p  3-34)  having  an  effect  on  the  deer  populations  m  Unit  32  is 
incorrect  and  needs  revision. 

The  conclusion  that  the  declining  number  of  deer  harvested  in  unit  32  over  the  I990’s  reflects  a  similar  and  equal 
decline  in  mule  deer  numbers  is  erroneous.  In  fact  the  decline  in  harvest  is  directly  attributed  to  the  fact  that  mule  deer 
hunting  became  totally  limited  in  1999,  and  the  CDOW  by  policy  reduced  the  number  of  hunters  by  at  least  50%. 
Additionally,  other  variables  such  as  antler  point  restrictions  and  rum-resident  license  fee  increase  dramatically  affected 
hunter  participation  which  affected  harvest  over  this  same  period 

In  at  least  two  instances  the  draft  RMPA  statements  refers  to  habituation  of  deer  with  conclusions  that  are  contradictory 
to  available  science.  Page  4-86  reads,  '"Greatcr-than-anticipated  habituation  of  deer  to  oil  and  gas  activities  could  also 
reduce  the  seventy  of  the  impact."  Second,  page  4-98  reads,  “The  incremental  development  would  allow  time  for  the 
animals  to  habituate  to  some  extent  and  shift  their  movement  and  use  patterns  in  response  to  the  changing  environment. 
Complete  avoidance  of  an  area  by  wildlife  would  occur  primarily  dunng  initial  road  construction  and  well 
development,  and  the  degree  of  avoidance  would  be  likely  to  diminish  as  habituation  occurs,  especially  as  the  intensity 
of  human  activity  decreases  or  ceases  "  In  fact,  relevant  information  (Sawyer  et  al,  2004)  indicates  that  the  indirect 
effect  of  oil  and  gas  operations  is  much  greater  than  supposed  in  the  draft  RMPA.  Sawyer  found  that  the  areas  of 
highest  probability  of  use  by  mule  deer  include  a  distance  of  greater  than  1 .4  miles  from  a  well  pod.  as  well  as  lower 
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Other  specific  questions/comments 

The  CDOW  is  concerned  that  the  term  “ACEC"  is  used  in  alternatives  tluee  and  four  when  in  fact  the  area  defined  is 
not  the  same  as  alternative  two  nor  does  it  provide  the  level  of  protectioo  recommended  in  die  ACF.C  Management 
Considerations  and  Amendment  Evaluation  report 

It  is  also  important  to  note  that  the  timing  limitations  proposed  in  the  draft  RMPA/EIS  do  not  protect  winter  habitat  for 
mule  deer  during  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  producing  wells,  only  for  the  construction  and  drilling  phase.  The 
final  RMPA  needs  to  disclose  the  impacts  that  the  ongoing  activity  will  have  on  wintering  mule  deer. 

The  3.444  acre  figure  presented  on  page  C-5  for  lease  stipulation  NSO  1 1  Wildlife  seclusion  areas  is  low  given  that  the 
Wildlife  Seclusion  Areas  identified  in  the  1 999  PSE3S  (Hayes,  Cottonwood,  Roan  Cliffs,  Yellow  slide  and  Magpie) 
requiring  a  NSO  stipulation,  equal  at  least  10,400  acres.  This  dixcrepancy  in  acreage  should  be  explained. 

In  general,  the  terms  used  in  Table  4- 1 7  to  summarize  unpacts  to  fisheries  and  wildlife  resources  are  descriptive  terms 
that  have  no  meaning  in  relationship  to  the  analysis  of  impacts  For  example,  most  people  would  not  ussume  that  a 
“moderate"  impact  would  mean  that  “some  species  may  occur  in  markedly  lower  numbers  or  be  exterminated  from 
localized  parts  of  the  planning  area.”  (p.  4-70) 

Chapter  4  -  Environmental  Consequences  4.3.23 

Direct  and  Indirect  Future  Impacts,  Oil  and  Gas  Development  (p  4-84) 

“Additionally,  DLM  and  CDOW  could  conclude  that  the  area  atop  the  plateau  should  be  closed  to  hunting  in 
areas  of  active  development  following  die  deferral  penod.  Such  a  restriction  could  be  necessary  for  the  safety  of 
hunters  as  well  as  oil  and  gas  workers,  and  by  the  loss  of  some  existing  refuge  for  big  game  animals.  Created  unhunted 
areas  on  top  of  the  plateau  could  also  facilitate  the  habituation  of  deer,  elk,  and  large  carnivores  to  the  oil  and  gas 
operations  in  these  areas.” 

The  DOW  does  not  endorse  tte  closure  of  hunting  within  public  lands,  which  are  managed  for  multiple  uses,  nor  do  we 
know  of  any  scientific  data  that  shows  habituation  of  deer,  elk  or  large  carnivores  occurs  due  to  closing  hunting  around 
oil  and  gas  operations 

Chapter  4  -  Environmental  Consequences  43.2.6 

Overall  Summary  of  Impacts  to  Fish  and  Wildlife  (p.  4-97) 

“For  deer  and  elk,  which  are  heavily  hunted  in  the  planning  area,  it  is  conceivable  that  any  areas  closed  to 
hunting  due  to  intensive  oil  and  gas  development  could  create  a  refuge  effect,  attracting  animals  during  hunting  season. 
However,  if  a  reduction  in  hunting  pressure  occurs,  benefits  to  individual  animals  are  likely  to  be  more  than  offset  by 
the  adverse  impacts  of  habitat  loss  and  fragmentation.” 

Again,  the  CDOW  does  not  support  any  closure  of  public  hunting  on  public  land,  and  do  not  believe  that  a  refuge  effect 
will  become  apparent  within  intensive  oil  and  gas  development  areas.  At  what  stage  of  development  does  the  BLM 
believe  hunting  should  be  closed? 

Chapter  4  Environmental  Consequences 

Table  4-1 7.  Overall  Summary  of  Impacts  to  Fish  and  Wildlife  (p.  4-98) 

Impacts  to  Crucial  Dccr  Winter  Range  in  Alternative  III  listed  as  Moderate 

How  can  the  RMPA  consider  1,273  wells  below  the  rim,  si)  of  which  will  be  located  in  crucial  deer  winter  range,  be 
considered  a  “moderate"  impact*/  It  appears  the  BI.M  has  acknowledged  the  potential  impacts  from  oil  and  gas 
development  (pgs.  4-65  through  4-69)  yet  ignores  this  information,  or  at  least  minimizes  it  in  the  conclusions  presented 
in  the  environmental  consequences  section,  concerning  the  cumulative  impacts  to  wildlife. 
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over-winter  fawn  survival  in  areas  of  gas  and  oil  development  compared  to  control  areas.  Hus  new  data  needs  to  be 
considered  by  the  BLM  in  calculating  the  indirect  impact*  to  the  mule  dccr  population  within  the  planning  area. 

The  final  RMPA  needs  to  reconcile  statements  such  as,  “Some  of  the  impacts  to  wildlife  described  above,  including 
reductions  m  mule  dccr  winter  range  and  carrying  capacity,  could  represent  an  irreversible  and  irretrievable 
commitment  of  natural  resources."  (p.  4-99X  and  “In  absolute  terms,  however,  the  nearly  25,000  acres  of  crucial 
winter  range  on  BLM  lands  subject  to  this  RMPA/EIS  are  very  significant  to  herd  size  and  viability  at  both  local  and 
regional  levels."  (p.  3-34),  with  the  conclusion  of  “moderate”  in  Table  4-17  (p.  4-98).  The  CDOW  does  not  believe 
that  an  irreversible  commitment  of  crucial  winter  range  on  BLM  ground  is  a  moderate  impact.  In  fact  such  a 
commitment  would  severely  impact  the  population  of  mule  dccr  in  GMU  32.  Any  of  the  management  alternatives  that 
would  result  in  a  minimum  of  a  33%  reduction  in  die  mule  deer  population  of  GMU  32  would  be  considered  an  undue 
and  unnecessary  impact. 

Colorado  River  Native  Trent 

CDOW  questions  the  conclusions  (p.  4-228)  staled  under  “Fisheries  Values”  with  regard  to  Colorado  River  Native  trout 
(CRN)  in  that  the  purported  regulatory  details  (pgs.  2-74  through  2-77)  of  the  Watershed  Management  Area  (WMA) 
will  still  allow  surface  locations  within  200  meters  (600  feet)  of  the  stream.  Without  details  as  to  the  number  and 
location  of  new  roads,  pipelines  and  pads  across  the  landscape  of  the  planning  area  it  is  impossible  to  assess  the 
potential  impacts  to  the  populations  of  CRN  trout  atop  the  plateau. 

The  draft  RMPA  is  correct  m  assessing  the  CRN  trout  populations  as  follows:  “Given  the  results  of  the  DNA  analyses, 
the  Roan  Plateau  populations  of  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout  arc  considered  nationally  and  regionally  significant  The 
Roan  Plateau  contains  one  of  only  a  few  remaining  watersheds  where  genetically  pure,  reproducing  populations  of 
Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout  arc  found  m  all  streams  capable  of  sustaining  a  fishery.  Maintaining  or  expending  these 
populations  would  play  an  important  role  in  the  overall  recovery  of  this  subspecies."  (p.  3-63). 

The  draft  RMPA  provides  no  evidence  that  the  CRN  trout  populations  would  be  at  reduced  risk  in  several  of  the 
proposed  alternatives.  To  the  contrary  these  populations  of  fish  could  be  significantly  imperiled  by  the  proposed 
management  actions  contained  in  alternative  III,  IV,  and  V.  Specifically,  the  pollution  risks  to  water  quality  identified 
on  page  4-25,  state  that,  “consequences  of  a  spill  or  other  release,  such  as  from  a  ruptured  tanker  truck,  could  be  locally 
catastrophic”  to  CRN  trout  Additionally,  page  4-23  indicates  that  a  spill  of  120  barrels  ofbnne  or  other  pollutant  could 
kill  most  or  all  of  the  aquatic  biota.  Given  that  up  to  3,000  barrels  of  produced  water  per  day  would  be  created  with  a 
development  of  740  wells,  a  significant  risk  to  water  quality  and  thus  to  the  CRN  trout  exists.  In  this  light,  the 
conclusions  of  nsk  to  CRN  populations  (pgs.  4-226  through  4-229)  arc  questionable. 

A  rational  for  considering  any  management  action  (Alternative  V)  that  would  jeopardize  the  existence  of  the  CRN  trout 
also  needs  to  be  included.  The  CDOW  considers  the  loss  of  any  of  the  CRN  populations  atop  (he  plateau  to  be  an  undue 
and  unnecessary  impact.  The  final  EIS  should  include  a  rigorous  and  detailed  analysis  that  substantiates  the  conclusion 
that  the  proposed  management  actions  place  the  CRN  trout  populations  at  reduced  nsk. 

Travel  management 

The  CDOW  recommends  that  the  RI  .M  review  travel  management  throughout  the  RMPA  m  the  context  that  providing 
designated  areas  for  mechanized  and  motorized  use  helps  preserve  important  wildlife  habitats  and  minimizes  direct  and 
indirect  disturbance  to  wildlife.  Limiting  travel  to  designated  routes  and  enforcing  a  “closed  unless  posted  open"  policy 
helps  minimize  impacts  to  wildlife  For  instance.  Wisdom  et  al  2004  found  that  movement  rates  and  probabilities  of  a 
flight  response  for  elk  were  substantially  higher  during  all  four  off-road  activities  (ATV,  mountain  bike,  horseback  and 
hiker)  compared  to  control  periods  of  no  human  activity.  Wisdom  et  al.  2004  believe  that  their  research  indicates  that 
mule  deer  may  be  responding  to  the  stress  of  human  disturbance  with  fine  scale  changes  in  habitat  use,  rather  than 
substantial  increases  in  movement  rates  and  flight  responses.  Nonetheless  as  Johnson  ct  al.  2004  indicate,  “Any 
movement  away  from  an  area  m  relation  to  human  activity  has  the  potential  to  disrupt  foraging  and  resting  patterns,  and 
thereby  cost  energy.”  The  final  RMPA  needs  to  consider  the  effects  of  different  travel  management  options  and  the 
resultant  impacts  on  wildlife  within  the  planning  area. 
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Chapter  4  -  Environmental  Consequences  4333  -  Summary  of  Impacts  and  Mitigation  (p.  4-87),  433.4-  Summary 
of  Impacts  and  Mitigation  (p.  4-92),  433.5  -  Summary  oflmpacts  and  Mitigation  (p.  4-96) 

4333  “Nonetheless,  it  is  reasonable  to  conclude  that  Alternative  111  could  cause  the  BLM  portion  of  the 
Planning  Area  to  suffer  approximate  declines  of  33  percent  in  deer,  5  percent  in  elk,  and  9  percent  in  overall  wildlife 
abundance,  as  well  as  an  unknown  number  of  localized  extirpations." 

433.4  :  “Nonetheless,  it  is  reasonable  to  conclude  that  Alternative  IV  could  cause  the  BLM  portion  of  the 
Planning  Area  to  sufTer  a  36-percent  decline  m  deer,  a  2 -percent  reduction  m  elk.  an  overall  8-percent  reduction  in 
wildlife  abundance,  and  an  unknown  number  of  localized  extirpations.” 

433.5  :  “Nonetheless,  it  is  reasonable  to  conclude  that  Alternative  V  could  cause  the  BLM  portion  of  the 
Planning  Area  to  sufTer  a  50-percent  decline  in  deer,  a  6-  to  7-perccnt  reduction  in  elk,  an  overall  12-perccni  reduction 
in  wildlife  abundance,  and  a  greater  (but  unknown)  number  of  localized  extirpations.” 

With  these  percentages  m  mind,  how  does  the  BLM  justify  in  Table  4- 1 7  (Overall  Summary  of  Impacts  to  Fish  and 
Wildlife)  to  say  that  Alternative  III  is  "Negligible  to  Lxicalized  Moderate  (-)”,  Alternative  IV  is  “Minor  to  Localized 
Moderate  (-)”,  and  Alternative  V  is  “Moderate  (-)**?  At  the  minimum,  a  33%  loss  of  a  deer  population  to  the  CDOW, 
the  citizens  and  visitors  of  the  State  of  Colorado  would  be  significant  impact  The  CDOW  recommends  that  a  more 
understandable  and  reasonable  set  of  terms  be  utilized  to  describe  impacts  throughout  the  Environmental  Consequences 
section. 

Chapter  4  -  Environmental  Consequences4.3.3.2 
Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts  (p.  4-103) 

‘‘Alternative  11  is  the  only  alternative  with  a  stated  emphasis  on  noxious  weed  inventory,  detection,  and 
monitoring." 

33. 1 3  -  Noxious  Weeds  states  “Noxious  weeds  are  aggressive,  exotic  plant  species.  These  invasive  plants  pose  an 
ever  increasing  threat  to  native  plant  communities,  wildlife  habitat,  croplands,  rangelands,  and  human  recreation 
throughout  the  world  (Temple  1990)."  Noxious  weeds  are  also  shown  to  be  problematic  under  43.1  -  Upland 
Vegetation  and  Riparian/Wctland  Areas,  within  each  alternatives  off-sitc  and  cumulative  impacts  sections  of  the 
Environmental  Consequences.  Why  would  this  type  of  management  be  left  out  of  eighty  percent  of  the  alternatives'? 
Noxious  weed  management  should  be  reflected  m  all  of  the  alternatives  and  proposed  actions  of  the  final  RMPA. 

Chapter  4  -  Environmental  Consequences  4.4.4 
Introduction  (p.  4-179) 

“The  table  includes  the  number  of  vehicle  trips  required  to  develop  a  singe  well,  the  number  required  for  an 
assumed  maximum  of  80  wells  per  year,  and  the  average  daily  traffic  generated  by  80  wells.  Ihesc  numbers  arc 
derived  from  data  used  previously  by  Notar  ( 1 998)  in  modeling  air  quality  impacts  from  oil  shale  development  on  the 
NOSR’s." 

There  is  no  citation  for  Notar  (1998)  in  chapter  5  -  References.  We  would  like  to  see  information  regarding  average 
vehicular  traffic  in  regards  to  gas  production  that  will  occur  in  the  planning  area 

Instructional  Memorandum  (IM)  No.  2005-069 

The  CDOW  is  concerned  that  the  ducction  given  in  the  IM  presents  a  management  conflict  for  the  BLM  regarding  the 
RMPA. 

Instructional  Memorandum  (IM)  No.  2005-069  issued  February  1 , 2005  states,  “The  BLM  will  approach  compensatory 
mitigation  on  an  “as  appropriate”  basis  where  it  can  be  performed  on-site  and  on  a  voluntary  basis  where  it  is 
performed  ofT-slte”  (emphasis  added).  Further,  the  IM  indicates  that  the  BLM  “may  identify  other  oil-site  mitigation 
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opportunities  to  address  impacts  of  the  project  proposal,  but  ts  not  to  carry  them  forward  for  detailed  analysis 
unless  volunteered  by  the  applicant’'  (emphasis  added). 

It  appears  that  tM  negates  much  of  the  mitigation  presented  in  the  document,  (p.  4-7 1  and  4-72).  The  BLM  needs  to 
revise  die  Environmental  Consequences  section  in  light  of  this  new  direction.  It  is  the  CDOW’s  opinion  that  much  of 
the  desenbed  mitigation,  presented  in  the  RMPA,  would  not  be  applicable  given  the  direction  of  the  new  IM. 

How  does  the  direction  presented  in  the  IM  effect  the  decisions  of  the  1 999  EIS  that  would  be  earned  forward  in  certam 
alternatives?  For  instance  uliemative  two  proposes  that  off-site  mitigation  be  implemented  after  certain  road  density 
thresholds  are  reached  (Lease  notice  #5).  Given  the  IM  direction,  is  this  mitigative  strategy  really  available?  If  it  is  not 
then  the  Final  RMPA  needs  to  disclose  this  fact. 

In  light  of  the  direction  the  IM  provides,  the  final  RMPA  should  disclose  on  how  the  IM  aficcts  the  BLM’s  ability  to 
prevent  undue  and  unnecessary  impacts  from  the  proposed  action. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  draft  Roan  Plateau  Resource  Management  Plan  Amendment  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  Please  accept  these  recommendations  in  the  spirit  of  cooperation  from  the  Colorado 
Division  of  Wildlife.  We  look  forward  to  having  the  opportunity  to  review  the  final  RMPA. 
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Colorado  Geological  Survey  (CGS) 

And 

Colorado  Oil  and  Gas  Conservation  Commission  (COGCC) 
Comments  on  the  November,  2004  BLM  Draft  Roan  Plateau 
Resource  Management  Plan  Amendment  and 
Environmental  impact  Statement 
April  7.  2005 


•  safeguard,  protect,  and  enforce  the  rights  of  mineral  owners  and 

producers  so  that  each  of  them  may  obtain  a  just  and  equitable  share  of 
their  production. 

Within  this  framework,  the  CGS  and  the  COGCC  submits  its  comments  on 
the  November,  2004  BLM  Draft  Roan  Plateau  Resource  Management  Plan 
Amendment  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  Most  of  our  comments  and 
questions  relate  to  apparent  errors  in  fact  omission  of  key  factors,  or  conflicts 
within  the  document.  DNR  submitted  a  Proposal  for  the  Management  of  the  Roan 
Plateau  to  BLM  on  09/04/03.  The  following  comments  will  occasionally  reference 
that  document. 


The  Colorado  Department  of  Natural  Resources  (DNR)  is  a  Cooperating 
Agency  for  the  purposes  of  assisting  the  Bureau  of  land  Management  in  the 
preparation  of  the  Resource  Management  Plan  Amendment  and  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  for  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area. 

The  Colorado  Geological  Survey  (CGS)  is  an  agency  of  state  government 
within  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  whose  mission  is  to: 

•  help  reduce  the  impact  of  geologic  hazards  on  the  citizens  of  Colorado 

•  promote  the  responsible  economic  development  of  mineral  and  mineral 
fuel  resources 

•  provide  geologic  insight  into  water  resources 

•  provide  geologic  advice  and  information  to  a  variety  of  constituencies. 

The  mission  of  the  Colorado  Oil  and  Gas  Conservation  Commission  is  to: 

•  foster,  encourage,  and  promote  the  development,  production,  and 
utilization  of  the  natural  resources  of  oil  and  gas  in  the  state  of  Colorado 
in  a  manner  consistent  with  protection  of  public  health,  safety,  and 
welfare; 

•  protect  the  public  and  private  interests  against  waste  in  the  production 
and  utilization  of  oil  and  gas  by  prohibiting  waste; 


Apparent  Errors  and/or  Conflicts 
3.5.5.2  Oil  and  Gas  Resource 

The  statement  is  made  that  the  Williams  Fork  Formation  is  comprised  of 
point-bar  deposits  stacked  into  a  composite  of  meander-belt  reservoirs,  each  20 
to  60  feet  thick  and  about  1,500  feet  wide,  with  considerable  internal 
discontinuity.  It  is  important  to  note  that  it  Is  the  individual  point  bar  deposits 
that  have  an  average  width  of  682  feet  that  are  being  drained  by  gas  wells  that 
penetrate  them,  not  the  entire  meander-belt.  This  geologic  model,  which  is 
supported  by  outcrop  studies,  log  cross  sections,  and  well  test  data  in  the  area, 
has  been  used  to  support  applications  with  the  Colorado  Oil  and  Gas 
Conservation  Commission  for  10-acre  well  density  in  the  area  in  recent  years.  It 
is  highly  likely  that  this  same  geologic  model  is  present  in  the  Williams  Fork 
Formation  in  the  Planning  Area.  Can  the  BLM  include  this  information  in  this 
section? 

The  statement  is  made  that  Williams  Production  Company  operates  a  pilot 
project  for  10-acre  subsurface  well  densities  and  recently  submitted  an 
application  for  10-acre  downhole  spacing  on  11,000  acres  of  private  land  in  the 
southern  part  of  the  Planning  Area.  The  application  for  10-acre  downhole 
density,  most  of  which  was  actually  in  the  Planning  Area,  was  approved  by  the 
Colorado  Oil  and  Gas  Conservation  Commission  (COGCC)  in  April,  2003. 
Another  Williams  application  for  10-acre  downhole  density  on  an  additional 
16,000  acres  of  federal  land,  most  of  which  was  in  the  Planning  Area,  was 
approved  by  the  COGCC  in  August,  2003.  Additional  Iand9  have  had 
applications  for  10-acre  downhole  density  in  and  adjacent  to  the  Planning  Area 
approved  by  the  COGCC  since  that  time.  There  is  currently  a  total  of  over 
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112,000  acres  approved  for  10-acre  downhole  density  in  and  adjacent  to  the 
Planning  Area,  with  over  39,000  of  those  acres  within  the  Planning  Area  itself, 
which  is  approximately  31%  of  the  Planning  Area.  Can  the  BLM  include 
updated  information  regarding  the  status  of  approval  for  10-acre  density  in  the 
Planning  Area? 

3JL5.3  Drilling  and  Production 

The  stated  increase  in  oil  production  from  188  to  260  million  barrels  is  far  too 
high  and  is  in  conflict  with  Appendix  11-3  which  states  that  production  increased 
from  188  MBO  (thousands  of  barrels)  to  260  MBO.  Can  BLM  resolve  this 
discrepancy? 

3.S.5.4  Recoverable  Resources 

This  section  states  that  the  Planning  Area  contains  73,602  acres  of  Federal 
mineral  estate,  with  technically  recoverable  gas  resources  from  the  Federal 
mineral  estate  of  8.9  trillion  cubic  feet.  We  calculate  through  a  simple  ratio  that 
the  share  of  thi6  recoverable  gas  resource  attributable  to  the  34,758  acres  of 
Federal  mineral  estate  above  the  rim  of  the  Roan  Plateau  would  be  4.2  trillion 
cubic  feet.  The  Reasonable  Foreseeable  Development  section  states  that  over  the 
twenty  year  planning  period,  0.353  trillion  cubic  feet  of  gas  would  be  recovered, 
which  equates  to  8.4%  of  the  recoverable  gas  resource  attributable  to  the  Federal 
mineral  estate  above  the  rim.  Can  the  BLM  make  this  conclusion  more  apparent 
to  the  public  in  the  planning  document? 

3.5.S.6  Coalbed  Natural  Gas 

This  section  appears  to  need  further  evaluation.  A  1984  CGS  report  is 
referenced  as  the  source  for  the  assertion  that  there  is  high  potential  for  coalbed 
natural  gas  (i.e.  >  400  cubic  feet  of  gas  per  ton  of  coal).  The  only  CGS  publication 
on  coalbed  methane  potential  in  the  area  is  OFR  84-2  which  lists  90  analyses  from 
the  Piceance  Basin.  Only  two  of  those  90  samples  exceed  250  cubic  feet  of  gas  per 
ton.  Those  two  values  are  381  and  431  scf/t  respectively  and  are  located  20  miles 
south  of  the  planning  area. 

If  this  report  is  indeed  the  source  for  the  >  400  scf/t  figure,  B!  ,M  might 
reconsider  whether  they  want  to  use  the  highest  value  in  the  draft,  when  89  of 
the  90  analyses  are  below  400  scf/t,  and  most  are  considerably  below  that 


number.  Moreover,  these  are  20+-year-old  desorption  measurements.  Can  BLM 
obtain  more  up-to-date  data? 

The  assertion  that  6,000  feet  in  depth  is  below  economic  production  Limits  is 
questionable  because  apparently  economic  production  is  located  at  depths  -8,100 
feet  in  the  northeastern  part  of  the  Piceance  Basin  at  White  River  Dome.  Can 
BLM  re-evaluate  this  assertion? 

Appendix  H  -  Oil  and  Gas  Foreseeable  Development  (RFD)  for  the  Roan 
Plateau  Planning  Area,  February  5,  2004 

H-l  Introduction 

Given  the  rapidly  escalating  prices  for  both  oil  and  gas,  along  with  the 
concurrent  boom  in  drilling,  it  would  seem  more  appropriate  to  use  2004  data  for 
the  number  of  wells  drilled,  rather  than  the  2001  Dwights  data  used  in  the  draft. 
Can  BLM  obtain  more  recent  drilling  activity  data? 

H-2  Geology 

What  Is  the  basis  for  the  statement  that  the  Cameo  Coals  in  the  planning  area 
lack  natural  fracture  permeability?  Can  BLM  provide  a  reference  for  this 
conclusion? 

H-4  Reasonable  Foreseeable  Development  (RFD) 

This  section  makes  several  assumptions,  and  omits  other  possibilities,  e.g. 
number  of  roads,  length  of  drilling  season,  directional  drilling  feasibility,  and 
number  of  wells  per  year.  There  are  other  possibilities  that  could  operate  in 
harmony  with  the  other  resources  on  the  plateau  and  yet  allow  an  orderly, 
phased  development  of  the  oil  and  gas  resources  with  minimal  environmental 
impact.  Industry  has  proposed  a  plan  wherein  most  of  the  reserves  could  be 
developed  with  no  more  than  200  acres  of  surface  disturbance  occurring  at  any 
one  time.  Has  BLM  considered  such  a  plan? 

The  statement  is  made  that  recent  estimates  from  Williams  are  that  they  will 
drill  approximately  100  private  and  Federal  wells  per  year  in  this  area.  In  March. 
2005,  Williams  Production  RMT  Co.  announced  that  they  plan  to  accelerate  their 
Piceance  Basin  program  through  a  contract  for  10  new  drilling  rigs.  Williams 
expects  that  it  will  drill  approximately  300  wells  in  the  Piceance  Basin  in  2005,  up 
to  450  wells  in  the  basin  in  2(X)6,  and  up  to  500  wells  in  the  Piceance  Basin  in 
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2007.  Can  the  BLM  consider  these  new  plans  in  the  Reasonable  Foreseeable 
Development  scenario? 

Also,  has  BLM  considered  the  possibility  of  leasing  the  entire  upper  plateau 
as  a  block  in  order  to  minimize  the  number  of  pipelines  and  other  facilities? 

H-6  RFD  Assumptions 

The  assumption  that  directional  drilling  can  only  reach  out  800-900  feet  (or 
not  at  all  on  the  upper  plateau)  appears  to  be  in  conflict  with  industry's  appraisal 
of  their  current  technology.  Industry  reports  that  a  2,500-foot  reach  is  technically 
feasible.  This  drastically  changes  the  possibilities  for  recovering  natural  gas 
reserves  on  the  upper  plateau.  Because  of  these  BLM  assumptions,  many 
possibilities  appear  to  be  omitted  from  the  plan,  including  DNR's  09/04/03 
management  proposal.  Does  BLM  have  data  indicating  that  industry  is  incorrect 
in  their  assertion  that  a  2,500  foot  reach  is  possible,  thus  allowing  well  pads  to  be 
limited  to  an  average  of  1  per  160  acres? 

'The  assumption  is  made  in  the  RFD  that  drilling  rigs  would  only  operate 
above  the  rim  for  5  months  out  of  the  year.  Since  the  area  above  the  rim  does  not 
include  critical  winter  range  for  deer  and  elk,  winter  operations  above  the  rim 
could  occur  with  timing  restrictions  for  spring  calving/fawning  and  reasonable 
restrictions  for  hunting  seasons.  The  industry  has  shown  to  be  very  resourceful 
in  other  challenging  parts  of  the  world  in  maintaining  all  weather  operations. 
This  could  make  it  possible  to  drill  wells  for  ten  months  or  more  out  of  the  year. 
Can  the  BLM  considered  potentially  longer  drilling  seasons  In  the  Reasonable 
Foreseeable  Development  scenario? 

Staged  Drilling  and  or  "Ouster"  Drilling 

The  concept  of  staged  drilling  on  the  upper  plateau  does  not  appear  to  have 
been  fully  evaluated  by  BLM.  After  an  initial  area  wide  exploratory  phase  on 
lands  above  the  rim  of  the  Roan  Plateau,  natural  gas  development  could  occur  in 
a  staged  progression  by  concentrating  drilling,  completion,  and  pipeline 
operations  in  a  limited  area  which  would  reduce  the  impacts  in  other  areas. 

With  the  requirement  for  multi-well  pads  and  30  day  average  drilling  time  per 
well,  one  drilling  rig  could  drill  wells  for  several  months  on  the  same  well  pad. 
By  concentrating  drilling,  completion,  pipeline  construction,  surface  facility 
construction,  truck  traffic  and  other  natural  gas  development  activity  on  a 
limited  number  of  well  pads  in  the  same  general  area,  most  of  the  lands  above 
the  rim  would  be  available  for  wildlife  habitat  and  other  surface  uses.  To  ensure 
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that  interim  reclamation  requirements  are  being  followed,  there  could  be  a 
requirement  that  adequate  reclamation  Is  being  performed  on  existing  well  pads 
before  additional  well  pads  are  allowed  to  be  constructed.  Staged  drilling 
appears  to  offer  potential  for  reducing  impacts  on  local  communities,  as  well  as 
on  wildlife.  Directional  drilling  on  the  upper  plateau  as  proposed  in  DNR's 
09/04/03  management  proposal  is  considered  to  be  possible  with  minimal  impact 
on  other  resources.  Can  the  BLM  incorporate  the  concept  of  staged  drilling 
above  the  rim  of  the  Roan  Plateau  into  one  or  more  of  the  alternatives  included 
in  the  Resource  Management  Plan  Amendment  and  Environmental  Impact 
Statement? 

Grazing  Impacts 

The  draft  plan  documents  in  several  sections  the  extensive  erosion  and  stream 
damage  caused  by  grazing.  Yet  the  mitigation  of  these  impacts  does  not  appear 
to  be  coordinated  in  the  plan  with  the  mitigation  of  oil  and  gas  development. 

The  most  restrictive  alternative  for  oil  and  gas  is  the  least  restrictive  for  grazing 
and  vice  versa.  Shouldn't  BLM  consider  mitigating  the  impacts  of  grazing  on 
stream  water  quality  in  any  management  plan  alternative? 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  document.  CGS  and  the 
COGCC  believe  that  there  is  an  opportunity  to  develop  a  management  plan  that 
can  achieve  a  balance  between  the  many  important  natural  resources  of  the  Roan 
Plateau  planning  area.  We  look  forward  to  working  with  you  in  developing  such 
a  plan. 

— , _ 

Vincent  Matthews,  Ph.D;  State  Geologist  and  Director 


Brian  Man*,  P.E.;  Colorado  Oil  and  Gas  Conservation  Commission  Director 
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April  6.  2005 
Greg  Goodenow 

Planning  and  Environmental  Coordinator 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
PO  Box  1009 

Glen  wood  Springs,  Colorado 
81602 

Dear  Mr.  Goodenow: 

The  over-arching  mission  for  Colorado  State  Parks  Is  to  be  leaders  in  providing  outdoor 
recreation  through  the  stewardship  of  Colorado’s  natural  resources  for  the  ci\joyment,  education 
and  inspiration  of  present  and  future  generations.  State  Parks  is  actively  involved  in  outdoor 
recreation  and  administers  the  Statewide  Snowmobile  and  Off-Highway  Vehicle  Programs. 
These  programs  provide  for  trail  building  and  maintenance  on  federal  properties  around  the  stale. 
State  Parks  is  also  involved  with  non-motorized  recreation  throughout  the  state  through  the 
statewide  trails  grant  program  and  inspection  process.  For  these  reasons  State  Parks  has 
traditionally  contributed  comment  letters  on  various  land  management  plans.  State  Parks  firmly 
believes  that  wc  have  a  vested  interest  in  the  outcome  of  the  Roan  Plateau  Resource 
Management  Plan  as  a  representative  agency  for  our  constituent  base  of  both  motorized  and  non- 
motorized  recreational  Ists. 

State  Parks  has  been  working  with  the  State  of  Colorado,  Department  of  Natural  Resources  Roan 
Plateau  working  group  as  a  Cooperating  Agency  member.  The  Colorado  DNR  work  group  has 
been  providing  information  and  offering  technical  expertise  as  the  Roan  Plateau  Management 
Plan  and  LIS  has  gone  from  initial  scoping  through  the  publicly  released  draft  from  November  of 
last  year.  BLM  has  incorporated  some  of  the  DNR  work  groups  concerns,  suggestions  and 
concepts  into  the  current  draft. 

As  the  public  comment  period  draws  to  a  close  and  all  the  forums  and  meetings  begin  to  subside, 
it  gives  us  an  opportunity  to  go  back  through  the  document  and  examine  it  with  an  understanding 
gained  by  attending  so  many  of  the  public  meetings.  Per  instructions  and  agreement  between  the 
DNR  working  group  and  the  BLM  representation  at  our  meetings.  State  Parks  will  focus  on  the 
following  areas  of  discussion  for  the  purposes  of  this  letter.  First,  any  technical  inaccuracies, 
oversights  or  contradictions  found  in  the  text.  Second,  any  obvious  questions  that  arise  from  the 
text  that  requires  further  explanation  than  is  readily  found  in  the  document.  "Third,  viewing  the 
document  from  State  Park’s  point  of  view  as  it  relates  to  recreation  issues  within  the  planning 
area. 

After  attending  several  public  meetings  and  participating  in  the  DNR  workgroup,  a  closer  review 
of  the  draft  has  provided  State  Parks  with  several  questions  and  areas  of  concern.  Our  chief 
issues  will  be  addressed  under  one  of  two  main  areas  of  concern:  issues  concerning  gas  field 
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reclamation  and  mitigation  as  it  relates  to  recreational  experiences  and  current  /  future 
recreational  opportunities  within  the  planning  area.  It  is  the  hope  of  State  Parks  that  through  a 
sound  planning  process  we  can  assist  the  BLM  in  developing  a  strong  document  that  will  protect 
the  interests  of  recreational  land  users  as  well  as  provide  for  a  timely  and  efficient  extraction  of 
the  resources  contained  in  the  planning  area  and  dedicated  under  the  transfer  act.  Understanding 
that  a  Travel  Management  Plan  will  be  coming  in  the  future,  and  that  State  Parks  will  be 
involved  with  that  as  well,  still  leaves  some  basic  questions  about  the  draft  RMP  in  general. 

Mitigation  and  Reclamation  Concerns 

State  Parks  has  a  strong  interest  in  the  development  and  reclamation  of  the  resources  in  the 
planning  area.  It  is  our  desire  to  see  these  resources  extracted  in  the  most  thoughtful  and  least 
damaging  ways  possible.  Our  primary  concern  lies  in  the  quality  of  recreational  opportunities 
offered  to  the  public  during  the  life  of  the  RMP  and  after  it,  as  the  area  goes  through  it’s 
development  life  span  and  then  transitions  into  fell  reclamation. 

Traditionally,  off-highway  vehicle  enthusiasts  (four  wheel  drives,  ATVs  and  dirtbikes)  have 
been  saddled  with  the  blame  for  in  stream  degradation  via  siltation  and  localized  air  pollution 
due  to  dust  and  exhaust  fumes.  These  fears  and  facts  have  in  the  past  led  to  land  management 
decisions  that  were  not  in  the  best  interest  of  or  preferred  by  these  motorized  recrcationalisLs. 
State  Parks  would  like  to  see  these  issues  as  they  relate  to  industry  addressed  such  that  there  is  a 
differentiation  between  adverse  industry  impacts  and  adverse  recreational  impacts. 

Several  times  throughout  the  document  the  topics  of  air  quality  monitoring  and  dust  suppression 
arc  brought  up.  Could  the  BLM  provide  us  with  more  information  about  the  proposed  air  quality 
monitoring  as  well  as  a  prediction  of  what  air  quality  might  look  like  during  the  development 
process?  How  would  differing  levels  of  air  quality  in  the  planning  area  affect  recreational 
opportunities  there? 

Dust  suppression  for  roadways,  as  it  relates  to  overall  air  quality  and  recreational  opportunity 
quality  within  the  planning  area,  is  also  a  concern  for  State  Parks.  Visitors  to  the  area  will  not 
want  to  recreate  in  a  constantly  dusty  environment.  Further,  dust  accumulation  on  plants  can 
lead  to  decreased  plant  health  particularly  along  heavily  used  transportation  corridors.  This  loss 
of  health  may  lead  to  loss  of  fecundity  or  even  loss  of  roadside  vegetation.  Fewer  plants  adjacent 
to  the  trails  and  roads  increase  the  likelihood  for  erosion.  Increased  dust  or  erosion  can  both  lead 
to  reduced  recreational  opportunities  in  that  dust  will  self  limit  use  and  erosion  may  lead  to 
increased  use  restrictions  for  recreational  ists  -  particularly  in  areas  with  sensitive  aquatic 
ecosystems  as  are  found  on  the  Roan  Plateau. 

Conversely,  dust  suppression  agents  may  have  similar  effects  by  also  adversely  affecting 
roadside  plant  health  and  thusly  increasing  erosion  rates.  As  with  typical  application  of  agents 
such  as  magnesium-chloride  solution,  what  levels  will  be  required  to  control  dust  issues?  What 
arc  the  land  and  water  hcaJth  issues  associated  with  those  agents?  What  agents  does  BLM 
anticipate  being  used  and  at  what  application  levels  do  issues  such  as  runoff  into  streams  or 
roadside  plant  degradation  occur? 
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Additionally  and  more  directly  OHV  users  are  frequently  associated  with  stream  siltation  due  to 
soil  displacement  caused  by  OHV  use  on  trails  and  at  stream  crossings.  The  RMP  draft 
addresses  controlling  industrial  runoff  and  surface  erosion  by  means  of  using  erosion  blankets  or 
mats  (page  2-6).  Were  these  the  only  methods  considered  for  eras  ion  control  or  were  these 
simply  listed  as  examples?  What  best  practice  methods  can  be  employed  to  protect  stream  flow 
from  surface  impact  runoff  such  that  both  industry  and  recreation  can  benefit  by  maintaining 
stream  quality? 


Recreational  Opportunity  Concerns 

Access  Concerns 

The  Roan  Plateau  has  long  been  known  for  its  difficult  and  long  access  routes.  This  is  even  truer 
for  those  to  the  west  of  the  planning  area  where  a  two-hour  drive  is  common.  Many  more  people 
would  recreate  on  the  plateau  if  access  routes  were  easier  or  greater  In  number.  Page  2-7  of  the 
draft  RMP  states  that  any  new  roads  built  for  resource  extraction  would  be  reserved  for 
administrative  use  only  during  the  life  of  the  plan.  Are  there  any  considerations  being  given  to 
increase  access  to  the  top  for  recreational  activities?  Page  2-8  indicates  that  parcels  totaling 
approximately  2031  will  be  disposed  of  during  the  life  of  the  plan.  Has  there  been  any 
consideration  to  using  these  or  other  parcels  as  part  of  a  land  swap  or  land  sale  that  the  B!  ,M 
would  use  to  gain  lands,  rights  of  way  or  casements  such  that  a  better  access  route  to  the  top 
could  be  realized? 

Hubbard  Mesa  Concerns 

State  Porks  docs  have  some  serious  concerns  with  some  of  the  perimeters  set  out  in  the  draft. 
Firstly  among  them  is  on  page  2-9  where  it  states  "limit  OHV  use  to  preserve  and  protect  natural 
areas”.  Please  define  limit  as  it  is  used  in  this  context.  Additionally  does  limiting  in  this  context 
apply  to  the  SRMA,  the  rest  of  the  planning  area  or  both?  Ihe  text  also  discusses  limiting  travel 
to  only  designated  routes  (page  2-1 1).  Would  this  designation  include  the  SRMA?  Would  there 
be  any  open  travel  play  areas  designated  in  the  planning  area?  State  l*arks  is  concerned  that  by 
moving  travel  from  open  to  designated  only  in  such  a  short  time  frame  and  that  by  not  providing 
for  open  play  areas  and  challenges  like  rock  crawling  areas  and  hill  climbs  that  BLM  may  not 
meet  the  needs  of  the  recreational  public.  This  lock  of  opportunities  may  lead  to  habitat 
degradation  in  other  more  sensitive  portions  of  the  planning  area  as  recrcationalists  seek  out 
these  types  of  challenges. 

A  review  of  maps  two  and  three  in  Appendix  A  indicate  that  most  if  not  all  the  SRMA  will  be 
available  for  drilling  under  standard  restrictions  and  limitations.  State  Parks  is  extremely 
concerned  that  industrial  traffic,  roads,  utility  corridors,  wells,  well  pads  and  visual  disturbances 
will  have  a  profound  impact  on  both  the  quantity  and  the  quality  of  the  recreation  available  in  the 
SRMA.  How  does  the  BLM  plan  to  address  these  issues? 

As  part  of  any  RMP  travel  management  and  route  inventory  become  key  elements  to  success  for 
agencies.  The  Roan  Plateau  is  certainly  no  different  in  these  regards.  Page  2-9  indicates  that 
route  inventory  has  taken  place.  Does  the  BI.M  have  an  inventory  that  includes  all  known  routes 
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in  the  Hubbard  Mesa  area?  Many  current  user  routes  may  only  be  8  -  12  inches  wide  and  are 
very  hard  to  detect.  State  Parks  strongly  encourages  BLM  to  work  closely  with  local 
recreational  ists  to  ensure  that  no  currently  available  recreational  opportunities  are  lost  due  to 
administrative  oversights. 

Suite  Parks  looks  forward  with  continuing  to  work  with  the  BLM  on  the  Roan  Ploteau  Resource 
Management  plan  as  a  contributing  member  to  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  working 
group.  We  hope  that  these  comments  will  prove  useful  as  the  BLM  goes  about  selecting  and 
writing  the  final  RMP. 


Sincerely, 


Colorado  State  Parks 


cc:  Russell  George,  Executive  Director  -  Colorado  Department  of  Natural  Resources 

Shane  Henry,  Assistant  Director  for  Energy,  l  .and,  and  Forestry  -  Colorado  Department 
of  Natural  Resources 

I  .arty  Kramer,  Assistant  Director  -  Colorado  State  Parks 

Kurt  Mill,  Rocky  Mountains  Region  Manager  -  Colorado  State  Parks 
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April  4,  2005 

Mr.  Greg  Goodenow,  Planning  and  Environmental  Coordinator 
Bureau  of  1  .and  Management 
Glcnwood  Springs  Field  Office 
P.O.  Box  1009 

Glcnwood  Springs,  Colorado  8 1 602 
Dear  Mr.  Goodenow: 

The  Garfield  County  Board  of  County  Commissioners  submits  this  letter  as  their  technical 
review  comments  on  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area  FIS. 

Wc  very  much  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  continue  as  Cooperating  Partners  with  the 
RLM  and  other  area  jurisdictions,  and  we  further  appreciate  your  participation  at  the  Public 
Meeting  Garfield  County  hosted  on  February  2,  2005. 

This  review  is  limited  to  technical  comments,  findings  of  a  general  nature  and  questions 
and  concerns  about  specific  EIS  elements.  The  Board  of  County  Commissioners  will 
withhold  comments  or  any  preferences  about  alternatives  beyond  these  generally  accepted 
findings. 

Wc  sponsored  a  Public  Meeting  on  February  2  to  receive  comments  on  the  EIS,  and 
attended  other  meetings,  hosted  by  the  City  of  Rifle  on  January  12  and  the  Resource 
Advisory  Council  (RAC)  in  Battlement  Mesa  on  February  9.  Some  comments  and 
observations  reflect  and  reference  presentations  from  these  meetings.  We  look  forward  to 
the  full  comments  Content  Analysis  and  reserve  final  comments  on  both  technical  concerns 
and  general  observations  until  after  review  of  that  lurgcr  pool  of  information. 

These  comments  will  be  distributed  to  the  Cooperating  Partners,  and  the  BOCC  would 
appreciate  receiving  copies  of  comments  from  the  other  Partners  as  you  receive  them. 
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The  Garfield  county  commissioners  would  like  to  commend  the  BLM  and  the  many  local 
BLM  staff  persons  who  worked  long  and  hard  in  the  preparation  of  the  EIS  document.  For 
a  project  of  this  size  and  scope,  the  preparation  of  a  readable  and  organized  EIS  is  no  easy 
tusk.  Wc  find  the  EIS  to  be  readable,  understandable  and  well  organized  within  the 
limitations  of  the  complexity  of  the  topics  and  the  breadth  of  material  that  needed  to  be 
covered. 


GENERAL  OVERVIEW  COMMENTS 

1.  Some  areas  of  analysis  and  context  contained  within  the  EIS  are  dated.  These  are  of 
specific  concern  where  they  provide  foundational  information  and  context  for  potential 
impacts  at  any  rate  of  drilling  under  any  alternative.  Key  among  these  are  regional  drilling 
rates  and  the  available  infrastructure  for  future  drilling  rates,  the  workforce  in  place  now, 
current  energy  production  from  the  immediate  region  (western  Garfield  County)  and 
estimated  future  rates  of  exploration  and  production  from  that  same  region. 

2.  1LPMA  contains  significant  sustainability  criteria  for  inventory  and  analysis.  Current 
context,  along  with  production  and  drilling  rates  in  the  immediate  region,  suggests  that  the 
statement  for  the  need  for  timing  and  extent  of  drilling  on  the  NOSR  may  need  to  be  re¬ 
examined 

3.  A  general  discussion  about  ongoing  funding  for  management  options  was  lacking  in  the 
EIS.  More  detail  is  needed.  The  narrative  about  Hubbard  Mesa  alternatives,  slates  that  no 
funding  would  be  available.  More  discussion  is  needed. 

The  document  needs  to  show  revenue  to  BLM  to  assist  in  management  for  the  designation 
or  continued  management  of  Wild  and  Scenic  River  sections.  Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern,  Areas  with  Wilderness  Characteristics,  Watershed  Management 
Stipulations,  and  other  management  strategies  that  carry  with  them  funding  requirements. 
This  is  an  enforcement  and  maintenance  issue,  demonstrating  that  resources  are  available 
(regardless  of  alternative)  to  deal  with  transportation  enforcement  issues,  vandalism 
response  issues,  emergency  response,  monitoring  and  reclamation  issues,  and  lunding  for 
site  closure  and  eventual  reclamation.  The  document  should  detail  management  finding 
impacts  from  such  designations,  or  the  lack  thereof. 

Garfield  County  would  suggest  that  unless  revenue  for  monitoring  and  enforcement  can  be 
obtained  and  stipulated  in  agreements  from  potential  users,  or  from  some  other  guaranteed 
source  tied  to  increased  development,  no  alternatives  can  be  properly  evaluated  in  tire 
refinement  process  where  success  hinges  on  such  management  and  enforcement. 

What  revenue  will  be  available  to  the  local  BLM  stall  to  hold  in  the  area  for  use  in  the 
area?  What  mechanisms  can  be  used  to  guarantee  such  revenues? 

4  The  issues  of  ’Phasing,1  'Capping,'  and  'Triggering'  are  represented  frequently  in  the 
comments  received  by  Garfield  County  and  in  our  own  internal  discussions.  It  isn't  clear  to 


2 


the  County  whether  the  BLM  can  stipulate  "rates"  of  drilling  as  part  of  a  lease  or 
stipulations  to  th at  lease.  It  also  isn't  dear  if  the  BLM  has  the  right  to  substantially  modify 
or  change  that  lease  in  the  future. 

Examples: 

a.  Once  granted  a  lease,  during  the  life  of  this  RMP,  is  that  lease  subject  to  any 
substantial  changes  made  in  a  future  RMP  or  by  an  RMP  Amendment? 

b.  Does  the  BUM  have  the  ability  to  control  or  'cup'  the  rale  and  pace  of 
development  through  lease  stipulations? 

Wc  would  appreciate  clarification  on  this  set  of  issues  prior  to  engaging  in  work  on  the 
development  of  a  final  alternative. 

ITEMS  FOR  CLARIFICATION,  EXPLORATION  AND  EXPANSION 

5  Royalty  and  Severance  taxes  were  not  adequately  covered  in  the  EIS.  In  previous 
discussions  and  critique,  Garfield  County  had  suggested  that  public  revenue  streams  from 
extractive  activity  on  BLM  lands  be  detailed  with  diugrams  showing  cash  How  from  that 
extractive  acrivity  to  the  federal  government  and  slate  and  local  governments  as  well. 

Projections  from  revenue  sources  should  be  provided  based  on  probable  levels  of  leasing 
and  development.  Revenue  streams  from  current  leasing  and  funds  aceumulalcd  to  date 
should  be  more  clearly  discussed.  The  projects  and  cost  estimates  for  those  projects  to 
which  the  funds  are  to  be  applied,  should  be  made  dearer.  One  time  Bonus  lease 
payments  were  not  addressed  in  the  EIS,  and  it  remains  unclear  as  a  result  whether  those 
bonus  payments  would  be  applied  to  remaining  DOE  and  clean-up  obligations,  as  one  time 
bonus  lease  payments  were  not  defined  or  dimensioned,  nor  was  the  magnitude  ot 
distribution  of  these  payments. 

6  The  LIS  contains  population  projections  generated  by  the  State  Demographer's  Office  in 
the  Department  ofl.ocal  Affairs  Garfield  County  is  now  in  the  process  of  modifying  those 
projections  with  (he  Demographer's  Office.  Changes  should  be  reflected  in  the  final 
document,  as  those  projections  will  likely  increase  significantly 

7  The  Transfer  Act  was  passed,  and  to  some  extent  the  EIS  was  developed  during  a  time 
when  Oil  Shale  activities  were  quiescent  and  production  from  that  energy  source  was 
deemed  to  be  non-viablc.  With  Oil  Shale  development  once  again  being  explored  for 
economic  feasibility,  the  potential  for  Oil  Shale  research  and  production  on  or  in  the  Roan 
Plateau  must  be  addressed  in  the  EIS. 

8  Garfield  County  notes  that  certain  projection  methodologies  utilized  in  the  EIS 
consisted  of  flat  rates,  extended  over  the  20  year  life  of  the  RMP  No  attempts  were  made 
to  conduct  sensitivity  ('what  if)  analysis  where  some  of  those  rates  could  predict  probable 
impacts.  Sensitivity  analyses  would  be  helpful  in  projecting  overall  impacts. 


9.  Road  and  Bridge  issues,  comments,  and  concerns: 

a.  The  EIS  made  only  a  limited  inventory  of  intersections  and  road  segments.  A 
final  alternative  analysis  would  need  to  be  more  in  depth  on  this  issue. 

b.  llie  EIS  made  no  real  attempt  to  look  at  cumulative  impacts  including  various 
levels  of  activity  on  the  NOSR  and  activity  generated  on  surrounding  BLM  and  private 
lands. 

c.  No  attempt  is  made  to  estimate  costs  to  local,  state  or  other  federal  agencies  or 
institutions  to  remedy  the  impacts  to  road  segments  and  intersections.  Sharing  of  such  cost 
could  be  rightfully  allocated  to  various  development  scenarios  on  the  NOSR. 

d.  There  is  no  definitive  explanation  of  ownership,  or  maintenance  responsibility, 
for  key  road  segments  in  the  EIS  (JQS  I  rail,  Rim  Road).  The  County  recognizes  and 
appreciates  that  the  BLM  has  initialed  discussions  on  this  set  of  issues,  and  will  assist  the 
BLM  in  coming  to  closure  prior  to  entering  into  final  alternative  discussions. 

c  Charts  and  graphs  relating  to  traffic  projections  and  narrative  should  be  sourced. 
The  BLM  needs  to  correct  narrative  on  page  4-181  where  the  20  ycaT  projection  dale 
should  probably  read  "2023"  rather  than  "2003,"  and  correct  assumptions  about  trip 
generation  rates  in  Table  4-34  where  trips  estimated  from  drilling  are  off  by  a  factor  of  10. 
reducing  that  number  from  3093  to  309. 

f.  The  County  supports  efforts  by  the  BLM  to  work  with  industry  and  private 
properly  owners  to  develop  alternative  access  routes  that  are  sensitive  to  the  values  and 
constraints  identified  in  the  EIS,  where  traffic  impacts  may  be  mitigated,  and  such 
mitigation  strategies  as  bussing,  carpooling  and  seasonal  closures. 

g.  The  County’s  longstanding  position  on  the  JQS  Trail  is  that  it  shall  remain  open, 
but  that  it  not  be  upgraded  to  accommodate  anything  heavier  than  pick-up  truck  sized 
traffic. 

h.  It  should  be  noted  that  any  upgrading  made  necessary  by  scenarios  within  the 
EIS  that  cause  addiuonal  traffic  on  existing  access  points  on  County  Roads,  intersection 
improvements,  construction  and  maintenance  of  new  roads,  and  enforcement  of  road 
closures  and  uses,  should  be  the  responsibility  of  the  BLM,  or  its  lessees,  unless  otherwise 
negotiated. 

REINFORCEMENT  OF  VALUES  AND  CONCERNS 

Oarficld  County  suggests  that  the  following  values  and  concerns  apply  to  the 
determination  of  any  final  alternative  for  the  RMP,  and  are  submitted  now  as  a  Cooperating 
Partner  to  aid  in  that  future  discussion: 
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10.  Garfield  County  wishes  to  support  and  wherever  possible  encourage  the  continuation 
of  recreation  activities,  and  historic  cultural  and  economic  utilization  of  the  NOSR.  Such 
uses  would  include,  grazing  allotments  and  outfitter  and  guide  allotments.  Further,  we 
suggest  that  any  alternative  chosen  respect  those  historic  uses  and  minimize  impacts  to 
historic  grazing  practices  and  back  country  recreation  and  hunting  activity  that  currently 
exist  now  and  arc  likely  to  be  developed  as  a  future  resource. 

1 1 .  The  interests  of  private  land  owners,  both  where  there  ure  in-holdings  and  lands 
abutting,  need  to  be  given  the  highest  consideration.  Management  decisions  made  should 
incorporate  their  future  desires  and  result  in  mutually  beneficial  decision  making. 

12.  Garfield  County  wishes  to  stress  that  wc  strongly  support  and  endorse  the  current 
management  efforts  by  the  BLM  to  promote  and  enhance  the  unique  qualities  oi  the  Roan 
Plateau.  These  include  work  on  Wild  and  Scenic  River  designation,  enhancement  of  the 
native  fish  populations,  management  of  stream  health,  grazing  and  water  development 
improvements.  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  for  a  variety  of  values,  and 
incorporation  of  the  Areas  with  Wilderness  Characteristics  and  Biological  Inventory 
findings  into  current  and  future  management  practices.  All  of  the  inventory  work  and 
analysis,  in  ull  of  these  important  areas,  need  to  be  applied  as  "screens"  and  factored  in  any 
final  alternative  analysis. 

13.  Where  it  has  been  shown  that  the  NOSR  supports  globally  rare  and  significant  plant 
species  and  significant  associations  of  plants  and  habitat,  the  highest  levels  of  protection 
should  be  applied  to  those  sensitive  areas. 

14.  Garfield  County  supports  further  intensive  focus  on  Hubbard  Mesa  as  a  Special 
Recreation  Management  Area.  Wc  recognize  that  Hubbard  Mesa  represents  a  troublesome 
'Urban  Interface  Zone’  for  the  BLM,  where  increasing  urbanization  and  traffic  makes  it 
difficult  to  manage  an  area  for  traditional  land  values. 

15.  Garfield  County  affirms  its  longstanding  position  that  the  highest  possible  values  be 
placed  on  visual  protection  for  the  Roan  Cliffs,  and  foreground  intrusion  along  the  1-70  and 
Highway  13  corridors,  and  where  possible  along  the  Rim  Road  on  top  of  the  Plateau, 
should  any  activity  be  allowed  there. 

16.  The  highest  levels  of  protection  should  be  given  to  watershed  protection  where  either 
the  protection  of  the  Cutthroat  Trout  population  is  at  risk  or  the  Town  of  Parachute  water 
supply  might  be  impacted  by  any  action. 

17.  Garfield  County  supports  the  broad  concept  of  multiple  use,  and  suggests  that  values 
are  both  qualitative  and  quantitative  in  looking  at  options  for  the  utilization  of  any  public 
land  or  resource.  The  preservation  of  culture,  custom  and  tradition,  and  the  recognition  of 
both  existing  and  potential  future  uses,  all  need  to  be  given  prominent  consideration  in  land 
use  decisions.  As  a  result,  Garfield  County  will  look  for  a  final  alternative  to  incorporate 
traditional  outfitting  and  guiding,  hunting  and  fishing  opportunities,  grazing,  informal  back 
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country  non-motorized  utilization,  motorized  use  of  appropriate  roads  and  trails,  seasonal 
use  for  winter  sports,  and  appropriate  accommodation  for  recreational  events. 

1 8.  Weed  control  measures  must  be  given  the  highest  consideration  for  any  alternative  that 
allows  further  intrusion  into  the  NOSR.  Garfield  County  urges  that  such  a  weed  control 
plan  include,  but  not  be  limited  to,  regular  road  and  shoulder  maintenance  on  all  BLM 
roads  and  access  roads  to  be  permitted,  well  pad  area  maintenance  provisions,  vehicle 
treatments,  reclamation  and  restoration  stipulations  and  ongoing  monitoring  and 
enforcement. 

19.  While  emergency  management  and  fire  issues  may  be  covered  in  individual  lease 
stipulations,  the  final  alternative  should  lay  the  groundwork  for  determining  the  range  and 
extent  of  those  stipulations  and  responsibilities  for  the  BLM,  Lessees,  and  other  agencies  to 
prepare  for,  and  respond  to,  emergencies  created  by  any  more  intensive  use  of  the  NOSR. 

SUMMARY 

Garfield  County  has  refrained  from  submitting  specific  comments  on  areas  of  general 
concern  where  the  County  has  no  specific  staff  expertise  to  contribute  to  the  immediate 
analysis.  These  areas  include  air  quality,  water  quality,  wildlife  impacts  and  mitigations, 
and  specific  comments  on  appropriate  buffers  or  preservation  areas.  The  County  awaits 
comments  on  these  areas  from  other  knowledgeable  sources  to  assist  in  findings  and 
recommendations,  but  holds  these  areas  of  concern  as  having  the  highest  importance  in  the 
future  deliberation  process. 

Many  of  these  issues  and  concerns  can  be  resolved  or  clarified  quickly,  and  the  County 
looks  forward  to  receiving  those  clarifications  through  continued  interaction  with  BLM 
staff  and  the  cooperating  partners  on  these  ongoing  discussion  areas. 

We  look  forward  to  a  positive  relationship  in  this  important  decision  making  process,  and 
please  feel  free  to  contact  us  if  you  have  any  questions  about  the  issues  or  concerns  raised 
in  this  letter. 


John  Martin,  Chair 


Tresi  Houpt,  Commissioner 


Larry  MeCown,  Commissioner 


CC:  Building  and  Planning 

Road  and  Bridge 
Vegetative  Management 
Engineering 
Administration 
Oil  and  Gas  Auditor 
County  Attorney 
Garfield  County  Sheriff 

Cooperating  Partners  (Rio  Blanco  County,  Paruchute.  Rifle,  DNR) 
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MAS-03-05  THU  04:23  PM  A8PEM/P1TI1N  ENV  HEALTH  FAX : 970  920  5074 


PAGE  1 


ROAN  PI.A'lji/feDKpiFT  COMMENTS 
Attn:  Greg.G&KK 
Bureau  of  I.nr^-IWanagemcnt 
Glen  wood  Springs  Field  Office 
PO  Box  lops'  ;  • 

Olenwood  Sprinik  CO, .  8 1 602 
Fax  907-947-28^  ,  r  . 

V 

The  Aspen  City  &6uheil  Would  like  to  request  the  Bureau  of  l4Uid  Management  (BLM)  develop  an 
alternative  tbaj  pjiotepjsthe  wildlife  and  spectacular  beauty  of  the  Roan  Plateau  by  prohibiting  mineral 
leasing  on  Ihe,t6p,cflfctf  plateau.  More  and  more,  the  areas  near  Aspen  including  the  Roan  Plateau,  arc 
valued  for  recjpajion,'. sightseeing,  and  their  natural  beauty.  This  is  important  to  the  long-term  economy  of 
this  area.  ,•  - 

The  Aspen  City  4'ouned  supports  the  Community  Alternative  as  a  reasonable  compromise,  by  allowing 
drilling  and  development  around  the  base  of  the  plateau  and  delaying  leasing  on  the  sensitive  top  and  cliff 


The  Aspen-City  ^odh?iii  supports  requiring  use  of  Best  Management  Practices  and  technologies,  a  reasonable 
approach  consistent  Wth  what  local,  state  and  federal  governments  require  of  industries  and  builders  in  other 
areas.  It  is  oladC^uciaTto limit  motorized  vehicle  use  to  designated  roads  to  protect  nearby  sensitive  areas. 

The  City  of  A sp^rbcticyes  that  this  alternative  allows  for  the  vast  majority  of  the  resource  recovery 
possible,  whHt  protecting  the  tong-term  economic  engine  of  the  area  by  preserving  the  environment, 
beautiful  scuqcryl  and  ah'  and  water  quality  for  residents  and  visitors  both  today  and  in  the  future.  The 
plateau  is  a  unique. and spectacular  area  with  wildlife,  scenic,  and  geologic  values  of  great  importance  to  this 
area  of  ColoredoiWd  yml  al|  benefit  by  a  reasonable  compromise  that  allows  development  and  drilling  in  the 
base  arck  while  protecting  die  unique  values  of  the  plateau. 

/  jv '  ' 

Thank  you  fo f  yobfcoriiidcration . 


On  behalf  of -the-  Vspfcft'City  Council, 

•  •  > 


I,  Mayor  of  Aspen 
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Mesa  County,  Colorado 

BOARD  OF  COUNTY  COMMISSIONEERS 

District  1  Craig  J  Meis  (970)  244-1605 
District  2  -  Tilman  'TUIle*  Bishop  (970)  244-1604 
District  3  -  Janet  Rowland  (970)  244-1606 


RO  Box  20,000  •  544  Rood  Avenue  •  Grand  Junction,  Colorado  81502-5010  •  FAX  (970)  244-1639 


January  28,  2005 


Mr.  Greg  Goodenow 
50629  Highways  6  &  24 
Glen  wood  Springs,  CO  81601 


RE:  Comment  concerning  the  Roan  Plateau  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and 

Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Dear  Mr.  Goodenow: 

This  letter  is  for  the  purpose  of  providing  comments  by  Mesa  County  Board  of  County 
Commissioners  to  the  Roan  Plateau  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental 
Impact  Statement. 

After  having  reviewed  the  pertinent  portions  of  the  Draft  Plan  and  the  five  Alternatives  that  have 
been  presented  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  the  Mesa  County  Board  of  County 
Commissioners  supports  Alternative  III  as  the  preferred  Alternative^ 

Wc  would  also  like  to  express  our  appreciation  of  Ms.  Jamie  E.  Connell,  BLM  Field  Manager, 
and  her  staff  for  drafting  this  complex  document  with  such  a  variety  of  concerns.  It  is  clear  that 
the  BLM  Glenwood  Springs  Office  took  all  view  points  into  consideration  when  drafting  the 
Roan  Plateau  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  We  have 
appreciated  their  efforts  regarding  this  difficult  and  multifaceted  matter. 

If  you  have  a «y  questions,  or  would  like  to  discuss  the  issues  further,  please  do  not  hesitate  to 
contact  any  one  of  us. 

Sincerely, 

Tilman  M.  Bishop,  Chair 
Board  of  Commissioners 


cc  Bob  Jasper,  County  Admiqifiri Jr  Ud  I  03d  $002 

« \kcA!>fteoQdaiow4kK 
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MOFFAT  COUNTY 


slenwood  springs.  CO. 

a®  nnn  28  nn  8  H3 


Jamie  E.  Connell 
Field  Manager 

Bureau  ofland  Management 
P.O.  Box  1009 

(ilenvNttod Springs, CO  8 1 602 
Dear  Jamie: 

saaSsSSSESSSSrl z==^ssr- 

amrcnnnai  >»»«,  an  (tie  kntm  P^T  ^  0,1  **1'  “**“»>  ■*< 

««l  .nd  In^K  naadtag  »  „  Mo®,  County  Und  U*  PI* 
Uto  Ptan  is  hevity  SS  on  multipfc  ' C°*«?  ^ 

S^5SsSS~sw 

teaman)  of  Associated  Governments  of  Northwest  Colorado  (AG  NO  at  the  Febnary  9  ->00<  81  M 

Sincerely. 


0^7 ;  c^sl, 

1  am  Gray 


c 


Darryl  Slbelc 


COMMISSIONERS 


22  I  West  Victory  Way.  Suite  1 30 
Craig.  Colorado  8 1 625 
(970)  824-5517 
(970)824-9191  Fax 


Tom  Gray  Saed  F  Tayysra 

Distnct  1  District  2 


Darryl  L.  Steele 
District  3 
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Pitkin  County _ _ 

SJO  E  M*r  Se-**t  Caiorido  8 161 1 

Apn!  5.  2005 


Senator  Wayne  Allard 
52 1  Dirksen  Senate  Office  Building 
Washington,  DC  20510-0605 
Fax  202  224-6471 

Senator  Ken  Salazar 
702  Hart  Senate  Office  Building 
Washington,  DC  20510-0605 
Fax:  202  228-5036 

Representative  John  Salazar 
1531  Longworth  House  Office  Building 
Washington,  DC  20515-0603 
Fax:  202  226-9669 

The  Honorable  Bill  Owens 
1 36  State  Capitol 
Denver.  CO  80203-1792 


£  <=  3 

So? 


z  rn 
z  o  o 


AMMtrum 
W*  JC> 

(17>  T20-S20C 
tu  WS-SlW 


Greg  Good  enow 

Bureau  of  Land  Management.  Glcnwood  Springs  Office 
PO  Box  1009 

Glen  wood  Springs.  Colorado  81602 


Board  of  County  Commissioners  of  Garfield  County.  Colorado 
c/o  Randy  Russell,  Planning  Office 
108  S*  Street,  Suite  201 
Glcnwood  Springs,  CO  81601 


Re:  Drilling  on  the  Roan  Plateau 


Dear  Senators  Allard  and  Salazar,  Representative  Salazar,  Governor  Owens, 
Commissioners  Martin.  McCown  and  Houpt,  and  Mr  Goodenow 

The  Board  of  County  Commissioners  of  Pitkin  County.  Colorado,  has  reviewed 
information  on  the  Roan  Plateau  Community  Alternative  Pitkin  County  has  adopted 
enclosed  resolution  supporting  the  Community  Alternative.  It  is  our  hope  that  the 
of  Land  Management  will  recognize  the  desires  of  all  the  local  communities 
and  implement  a  management  plan  that  allows  development  of  natural  gas 
impacting  the  top  and  the  cliffs  of  the  Roan  Plateau. 


Courrry  Attorney  Fuanct  and  Ua  Tax 

!•«  Mn  W  Ml 

1979)  *»-5lW  (970)  *20-5220 

a.  920-SZM 


Roan  Plateau  Icttci.  page  2 

Please  consider  this  as  Pitkin  County’s  official  comment  to  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management. 

Pitkin  County  appreciates  your  attention  to  the  concerns  raised  in  the  Resolution 


Sincerely. 

Board  of  County  Commissioners  of  Pitkin  County,  Colorado 


Enclosure 


A  RESOLUTION  OF  THE  BOARD  OF  COUNTY  COMMISSIONERS 
OF  PITKIN  COUNTY’  COLORADO, 

CONCERNING  THE  PRESERV  ATION  OF  SCENIC  AND  RECRE  ATION  VALUES 
AND  THE  PRODUCTION  OF  NATURAL  GAS  IN  THE  ROAN  PLATEAU 
Pl.ANNNING  AREA 

Resolution  #  f)  3  0  ^ 


Recitals 


1.  The  Board  of  County  Commissioners  believes  that  the  enhancement,  preservation, 
and  assurance  of  environmental  quality  are  essential  to  the  public  health,  safety,  and 
welfare 

2.  The  County  has  adopted  policies  and  a  strategic  plan  that  include  protection  of  our 
environment  as  one  of  its  goals,  in  order  to  protect  the  natural  resources  in  Pitkin 
County  and  the  Roanng  Fork  Valley  and  beyond  for  present  and  future  generations. 

3.  The  County  also  values  regional  efforts,  and  works  with  neighboring  counties  to 
address  issues  of  mutual  concern. 

4.  One  of  our  neighbors.  Garfield  County,  has  experienced  a  dramatic  increase  in  the 
development  of  natural  gas  wells,  and  the  pressure  for  further  development  is 
currently  impacting  one  of  the  special  natural  areas  valued  by  the  citizens  of  Garfield 
County,  the  Roan  Plateau 

5.  The  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area  is  an  important  local  resource  that  offers  outstanding 
backcountry  opportunities,  including  hunting,  backpacking,  camping,  mountain 
biking,  fishing,  wildlife  viewing,  scenic  drives,  and  opportunities  for  solitude.  It  is 
also  a  community  watershed. 

6.  These  many  backcountry  uses  contribute  significantly  to  the  local  and  national 
economy — with  hunting  alone  on  Roan  Plateau  contributing  about  S3. 8  million 
annually  to  the  economy  of  Garfield  County,  according  to  the  Colorado  Division  of 
Wildlife — and  to  the  quality  of  life  important  to  both  residents  and  visitors. 

7  Roan  Plateau  and  its  striking  cliffs  are  prominent  symbols  of  the  region’s  natural 
heritage  and  rural  character,  and  preserving  this  undeveloped  island  of  important 
public  lands  in  a  region  already  heavily  impacted  by  existing  natural  gas  development 
is  important  to  community  pride,  maintaining  property  values,  and  providing  a  scenic 
backdrop  for  the  communities  of  Battlement  Mesa,  New  Castle,  Parachute.  Rifle  and 
Sih. 

8  The  tops  and  cliffs  of  Roan  Plateau  include  important  mid-elevaoon  wildlife  habitat 
that  allows  for  an  extremely  high  level  of  biological  diversity,  including  several 
endemic  species  of  al-nsk  plants,  genetically  pure  populations  of  Colorado  River 
cutthroat  trout,  and  robust  wildlife  populations,  and  is  considered  by  the  Colorado 
Natural  Heritage  Program  to  be  one  of  the  top  four  biologically  diverse  places  on 
Colorado's  Western  Slope  and  the  only  one  without  protection. 
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9. 

10. 


12. 


13. 


14 


15. 


16. 


Sufficient  access  to  abundant  energy  supplies  already  exists  throughout  the  region, 
and  large  portions  of  public  lands  inside  and  near  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area  arc 
already  leased  or  m  energy  production. 

Pitkin  County  also  believes  that  conservation  of  energy  and  development  of 
renewable  energy  sources  that  are  less  impactive  on  the  natural  environment  must  be 
as  important  as  development  of  the  non-renewable  resources  in  any  long-range 
energy  plan. 

The  municipalities  of  Carbondale,  Glcnwood  Springs,  New  Castle,  and  Silt  have 
adopted  formal  positions  of  support  for  a  mtddle-ground  management  approach, 
which  reflects  the  sentiments  expressed  by  every  municipality  in  Garfield  County 
dunng  an  earlier  public  comment  period,  specifically  to  keep  the  public  lands  on  top 
of  and  along  lie  cliff  faces  of  Roan  Plateau  free  of  gas  drilling.  Pitkin  County 
Supported  that  position  in  the  earlier  comment  period  through  adoption  of  its 
Resolution  #042-2004. 


Between  S5%  and  99%  of  the  natural  gas  likely  lo  be  developed  over  the  next  20 
years  within  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area  under  the  range  of  alternatives  in  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management’s  (BLM)  drall  Resource  Management  Plan  is  available 
without  drilling  on  the  public  lands  of  die  Plateau’s  lop  or  cliffs,  according  to  an 
analysis  of  the  draft  plan  and  can  be  produced  using  die  best  and  evolving 
management  practices  and  technologies. 

Advancing  technologies  hold  promise  of  extracting  additional  nalural  gas  from 
underneath  the  plateau  and  along  its  base  over  the  twenty-years  life  of  the  BLM's 
plan,  allowing  ev  en  more  of  the  Planning  Area's  reserves  to  be  developed  without 
drilling  the  public  lands  on  lop  of  or  along  ihe  clifT  faces  of  Roan  Plateau  and  that 
requiring  high  siandards  to  protect  the  sensitive  and  popular  lands  of  ihe  Roan  Plaleau 
Planning  Area  also  stimulates  innovation  and  Ihe  development  of  new  production 
technologies. 

A  final  management  plan  that  keeps  the  top  and  cliffs  of  Roan  Plateau  mostly  in  their 
current  condmon  best  respects  the  wishes  of  the  local  communities  and  protecls  the 
areas  unique  natural  and  biological  resources,  while  still  allowing  for  public  uses 
such  as  gracing,  bunting,  hiking,  fishing  and  other  recreation,  as  well  as  for  ample 
energy  development.  y 


include  the  abilily  to  balance  the  need  for  natural  gas  development  with  the  need  to 
preserve  special  places  like  the  clifTs  and  the  top  of  the  Roan  Plateau 
pie  Board  of  County  Commissioners  believes  that  the  final  management  plan  for  the 
Roan  Plaleau  presents  an  opportunity  for  the  current  national  admimstralion  lo 
demonstrate  that  energy  development  can  be  done  in  a  manner  that  is  sensitive  to  the 
environment  and  to  the  needs  of  the  local  community. 
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Therefore,  it  is  resolved  by  the  Board  of  Commissioners  of  Pitkin  County,  that  the  Board. 

1 .  Supports  a  balanced  management  plan  for  the  public  lands  of  Roan  Plateau,  known  as  the 
Community  Alternative,  that 

•  leaves  the  public  lands  of  the  top  and  cliffs  of  the  Plateau  closed  to  leasing  for  the  life  of 
the  BLM’s  Roan  Plateau  Resource  Management  Plan,  or  keeps  those  lands  closed  to 
leasing  unless  and  until  technologies  can  be  utilized  to  extract  natural  gas  from  under  the 
plateau’s  top  without  disturbing  the  top  and  cliffs,  leaving  those  popular  public  lands 
available  for  the  multitude  of  other  public  uses  for  which  these  lands  are  already  utilized, 

•  imposes  strong  protections  for  natural  resources,  recreation,  and  public  uses  in  all 
portions  of  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area,  and 

•  requires  the  use  of  best  management  practices  and  best  and  evolving  tccluiologies  in  the 
production  of  gas  and  other  energy  resources  from  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area;  and 

2.  Urges  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to  adopt  as  its  final  plan  one  that  reflects  this 
community-supported  alternative  and  that  recognizes  the  widespread  support  for  leaving  the 
uplands  and  cliffs  of  Roan  Plateau  free  of  new  gas  drilling  while  directing  that  responsible 
energy  development  occur  below  the  rim  and  cliffs  in  a  manner  that  protects  the  area’s  wtldlifc, 
habitat,  and  natural  resources  and  respects  local  residents  and  communities;  and 

3.  Directs  staff  to  promptly  send  a  copy  of  this  resolution  to  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  and  to  the  Honorable  Wayne  Allard,  Honorable  Ken  Salazar,  Honorable  John 
Salazar,  Honorable  Bill  Owens,  and  Garfield  County  Commissioners. 


INTRODUCED,  READ  AND  ADOPTED  ON  THE  5th  DAY  OF  APRIL.  2005. 


ATTEST: 


BOARD  OF  COUNTY  COMMISSIONERS 
OF  PITKIN  COUNTY,  COLORADO 


Manager’s  Approval: 
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Board  of  County  Commissioners 


Pom  Office  Box  68 
206  Exst  Lincoln  Avenue 
Bretkcnhdfsr.  Colorado  HIM  >4 


9TMSJ-2A6I 
£*x  970-I53-3W 


March  1,  2005 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Greg  Goodenow 
Gtenwood  Springs  Field  Office 
50629  Highway  6  &  24 
Glenwood  Springs.  CO  81611 

Re.  Roan  Plateau  Comments 

Dear  Sir  or  Madam 

The  Summit  County,  Colorado.  Board  of  Commissioners  respectfully  requests  this  letter  be 
placed  in  the  record  of  decision  regarding  your  agency‘s  consideration  of  the  Final  Management 
Plan  for  the  Roan  Plateau 


We  would  like  to  voice  our  support  for  what  is  being  commonly  called  the  "Community 
Alternative"  for  management  of  this  special  place. 


Thomas  A.  Long 
Chairman 


Bob  French 
Commissioner 


William  C  Wallace 
Commissioner 


cc:  Senator  Ken  Salazar 
Congressman  Mark  Udall 

John  Martin,  Chairman,  Garfield  County  Commission 
Ron  Holliday.  Summit  County  Manager 


11  2  Ud  c  m  sms 
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GRELG5.RU55I 

T own  Councilor  -  |\Jew  Castle,  Colorado  8  I  6+J 


271  E>ucktltom  Road  f*KonC: 

NLW  CASTLEL  COLORADO  * i  *7  TAX.  (770)  **+-0712 

April  11,2005 


Jamie  E.  Connell 

Field  Manager  -  BLM  ^ 

P.O.  Box  1009  §  £  J 

Olenwood  Springs,  CO  81602  a>  2; 

ru  ^  3 
o  c 

Attn;  Roan  Plateau  DEIS  Public  Comment  g  < 

cn  . 

Re:  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area  Draft  EIS  Zj 

a 

Dear  Ms.  Connell:  "'J  £ 

t — » 

Please  consider  this  a  timely  filed  comment  regarding  the  Roan  Plateau  T)ruftc 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS),  lor  which  the  comment  period  was  extended 
through  today’s  date. 


:  o  ^ 


On  January  18,  2005,  the  New  Castle  Town  CounciL  on  which  I  sit,  unanimously  adopted 
TC-2005-2  in  support  of  protecting  the  public  lands  at  the  top  and  cliffs  of  the  Roan 
Plateau.  I  he  Council  also,  separately  expressed  its  support  for  many  of  the  ideas  found 
in  the  “Community  Alternative”  You  and  Mr.  Goode  now  are  both  familiar  with  the 
details  of  that  proposal  which  emanates  from  the  environmental  community.  The  New 
Castle  Town  Council  is  a  diverse  body,  which  included  four  Democrats  and  three 
Republics  at  the  time  of  this  unanimous  declaration.  Many  of  the  members  have  taken 
advantage  of  the  recreational  opportunities  available  at  the  top  of  the  Roan  Plateau.  Our 
unanimous  decision  to  support  a  “no  drilling”  option  at  the  top  of  the  Roan  Plateau 
occurred  after  serious  and  lengthy  discussion.  1  have  encapsulated  many  of  the  points  wc 
considered  below.  I  would  add  that  in  short  order  after  our  consideration,  the  Town 
Councils  of  Silt  and  Carbondale  joined  in  unanimous  support  of  a  no  drilling  option  on 
the  top  of  the  Plateau. 


From  a  purely  economic  point  of  view,  our  town,  like  many  in  this  valley,  is  a  “gateway 
community”  for  the  public’s  enjoyment  of  the  back  country  in  the  northern  and  western 
parts  of  Garfield  County.  We  would  like  to  preserve  that  industry,  and  preserve  the 
opportunities  on  top  of  the  Roan.  Wc  perceive  that  hunting,  fishing,  bird  watching,  and 
environmental  excursions  are  not  compatible  with  gas  drilling.  We  have  all  seen  first 
hand  the  enormous  amount  of  destruction  which  the  industry  has  levied  upon  the  land  in 


this  County.  The  industry  has  certainly  done  nothing  to  lead  us.  as  decision  makers,  to 
believe  that  it  will  treat  the  delicate  and  precarious  Roan  environment  with  any  greater 
respect. 


Curl,  a  former  gas  industry  safety  coordinator,  who  testifies  in  the  letter  to  the  routine  and 
callous  practice  of  chemical  dumping  in  western  Garfield  County.  Attached  is  a 
February  22,  2005  letter  1  wrote  you,  together  with  an  in-depth  study  (now  in  your  files) 
which  seems  to  show  that  the  existing  wells  in  this  district  will  nol.be  inspected  on 
schedule.  I  would  respectfully  request  that  the  WORC  Review  of 
Inspection/Enforcement  Program  study  done  November,  2004  be  presented  to  the  drafters 
of  the  final  EIS  as  a  relevant  submission.  It  stretches  credibility  to  assume  that  new  wells 
on  the  Roan  would  be  inspected  in  such  a  way  that  routine  dumping  will  be  thwarted.  To 
the  contrary,  it  is  reasonable  to  assume  that  certain  players  in  the  industry  will  encage  in 
routine  chemical  dumping  which  will  harm  this  very  sensitive  god  unique  natural 
environment. 

New  Castle  Town  Council  is  nonetheless  aware  that  the  gas  industry  provides  a 
significant  amount  of  commercial  activity  in  this  County,  including  a  larger  tax  base, 
employment  benefits  (including  very  occasionally,  health  care  benefits),  wages,  monetary 
recirculation,  and  occasionally  small  grants  to  important  institutions  in  the  County.  I 
would  add  to  that  that  the  industry’s  workers  also  exact  an  enormous  toll  on  our  social 
service  organizations.  Whether  or  not  a  few  additional  wells  are  drilled  in  the  future  will 
not  make  or  break  this  industry:  nor  will  it  have  an  enormous  additional  fiscal, 
commercial,  or  social  services  impact.  The  industry’s  argument  that  its  extracting  gas 
from  the  top  of  the  Roan  Plateau  somehow  provides  a  necessary  economic  boost,  fells 
flat.  Surely,  given  the  enormous  number  of  wells  already  drilled  and  scheduled  to  be 
drilled  on  private  lands  and  other  public  lands,  the  relatively  insignificant  economic 
contribution  of  additional  activity  on  the  top  of  the  Roan  is  an  unnecessary  contribution 
to  our  local  economy.  This  especially  true  when  it  comes  at  such  a  high  environmental 
price.  (For  the  details  of  this  impact,  1  would  refer  to  and  incorporate  generally  those 
comments  of  the  Western  Colorado  Congress,  Colorado  Mountain  Club,  and  Colorado 
Environmental  Coalition).  As  noted  above,  Garfield  County  communities  already  enjoy 
a  very  large  economic  impact  from  being  gateways  to  the  outdoors.  Given  this,  there  is  a 
real  threat  of  a  net  loss  of  jobs,  economic  activity,  and  tax  income  from  drilling  on  top  of 
the  Roan,  rather  than  an  economic  benefit. 

The  New  Castle  Town  Council  expressed  a  clear  desire  for  the  BLM  to  follow  up  on 
forcing  the  industry  to  maximize  directional  drilling  an  other  improved  IcvhflolQgkg,  and 
to  produce  large  volumes  of  gas  from  the  base.  We  also  endorsed  the  idea  of  requiring 
that  the  industry  always  use  Best  Management  Practices  and  technologies  for  future 
development  on  any  of  the  state’s  public  lands,  including  the  Roan  Plateau. 
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The  Draft  EIS  indicates  that  Che  BLM  has  not  yet  done  enough  to  explore  Ok  benefit:;  pf 
directional  drilling,  and  to  apply  the  industry's  present  knowledge  to  its  analysis  gf  the 
Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area.  The  Bureau  must  consider  which  alternative  offers  the  least 
environmental  impact  to  this  sensitive,  diverse,  and  ecologically  unique  discreet 
environment.  A  very  brief  review  of  the  literature  shows  that  the  Bureau  has  not  spent 
adequate  time  reviewing  the  benefits  that  directional  drilling  offers.  I  have  reprinted  two 
quotes  from  industry  sources  below,  each  of  which  indicates  that  the  industry  enjoys  far 
greater  ability  to  utilize  directional  drilling  than  what  it  wishes  the  public,  and  the 
Bureau,  to  believe.  As  a  prelude,  I  would  ask  you  to  keep  in  mind  that  the  petroleum 
extraction  industry  is  likely  the  largest  and  most  wealthy  industry  on  the  planet.  Us 
resources  for  research  and  innovation  are  essentially  “inexhaustible”.  Due  to  the  nature 
of  its  product,  there  will  always  be  money  for  research  and  innovation.  As  seen  below, 
this  research  is  going  on  independent  of  any  special  problem  posed  by  the  Roan  Plateau 
Planning  Area.  Directional  drilling  is  in  demand  all  over  the  world,  and  the  industry  has 
responded. 

According  to  British  Petroleum  executives  and  spokesmen,  directional  drilling  has 
undergone  enormous  innovation.  The  following  is  taken  from  an  Alaskan  news 
journalist’s  investigation. 


The  following  is  taken  from  a  Department  of  Energy  website: 

In  addition  to  expanding  the  deepwater  oil  and  gas  resource  base,  technology 
advances  in  drilling  and  completion  have  added  new  gas  reserves  from  sources 
once  considered  uneconomic  including  Devonian  shales,  deep  gas  formations, 
coalbeds,  and  low-permeability  tight'  gas  sands 

Directional  and  horizontal  drilling  enable  producers  to  reach  reservoirs 
that  are  not  located  directly  beneath  the  drilling  rig,  a  capability  that  is 
particularly  useful  in  avoiding  sensitive  surface  and  subsurface 
environmental  features  New  methods  and  technology  allow  industry  to  produce 
resources  far  beneath  sensitive  environments  and  scenic  vistas  In  Louisiana 
wetlands,  California  wileflife  habitats  and  beaches.  Rocky  Mountain  pine 
forests,  and  recreational  areas  on  the  Texas  Gulf  Coast  Even  some  offshore 
resources,  including  many  off  the  coast  of  California,  can  be  produced  from 
onshore  wells 

Recent  and  very  rapid  development  of  such  radial  drilling  technology  has 
spurred  a  boom  in  horizontal  drilling  Since  the  mid-1980s,  the  drilling  of 
horizontal  wells  has  grown  from  a  few  to  more  than  2,700  wells  per  year 
worldwide.  In  the  United  States,  horizontal  drilling  now  accounts  for  5  to  8 
percent  of  the  lend  well  count  at  any  given  time. 


BP  spokesman  Daren  Beaudo  says  there's  been  a  big  breakthrough  in 
cost-effective  drilling  It's  called  “directional  drilling." 

“What  this  rig  has  been  doing  is  going  down  in  one  of  the  existing  Prudhoe 
Bay  wells,  going  down  to  a  total  vertical  depth  of  about  10,000  feet,  and 
then  kicking  out  what  we  call  a  sidetrack  well,  going  90  degrees  out  for 
about  1.900  feet,"  he  explains. 

Using  directional  drilling  technology,  it  would  be  possible  to  drill  a  well 
In  lower  Manhattan  and  hit  a  single  pocket  of  oil  In  one  of  the  windows  in 
the  crown  of  the  Statue  of  Liberty  a  mile  and  a  half  away 

"If  our  target  reservoir  interval  i9  five  feet  thick,  we  can  stay  within 
it,"  says  drilling  rig  supervisor  Bob  Laule 

Directional  drilling  means  that,  Instead  of  using  dozens  of  expensive  oil 
rigs  to  hit  tiny  pockets  of  crude,  now  a  single  ria  can  send  out  tentacles 
up  to  four  miles  away  Oil  men  say  that,  because  of  it.  heavy  oil  can  now  be 
recovered,  making  North  America’s  greatest  oil  field  last  even  longer  (emphasis 
added) 

Please  note  what  this  quote  says  about  the  breadth  of  directional  drilling.  Whereas  the 
industry  has  argued  that  it  can  only  directional  drill  for  up  to  a  half  mile,  here  is  an 
innovator  in  the  profession,  British  Petroleum,  indicating  that  it  can  drill  up  to  four  miles 
awav  from  a  single  rig.  The  industry  currently  has  its  hands  full  with  a  wide  range  of 
other  opportunities  in  Garfield  County  and  does  not  need  to  drill  gas  under  the  Roan  for 
several  years.  The  state  of  directional  drilling  at  the  time  it  does  turn  its  attention  to  the 
Roan  will  almost  certainly  be  even  further  advanced  than  it  is  now. 


1  would  ask  that  the  Bureau  take  into  consideration  t 
this  County,  which  has  overwhelmingly  supported  preservation  of  the  Roan  Plateau  for 

the  sake  of  it’s  the  discreet  and  unique  environmental  conditions,  as  well  as  the 
recreational  opportunities,  which  exist  there.  Please  consider  the  economic  impacts  of 
drilling  in  light  of  our  status  as  gateways  communities  to  the  Roan  and  adjacent  back 
country  lands.  Please  also  consider  that  the  Best  Management  Practices  should  always  be 
used.  Please  remember  that  at  present  staffing  levels,  illegal,  rogue,  environmentally 
destructive  chemical  dumping  will  never  be  prevented  in  this  sensitive  environment. 
Finally,  and  most  importantly,  please  consider  the  enormous  potential  impacts  that 
directional  drilling  can  have  on  this  Planning  Area.  The  Bureau  has  a  duty  to  find  the 
least  destructive  method  of  developing  the  resource  under  the  Roan.  The  least 

destructive,  most  efficient  method  of  developing  the  resource  under  the  Roan  is  to  folly 

the  Roan. 


Thank  you  very  much  for  your  consideration  of  this  matter. 


With 


all-gOOd 


EncL:  March  2,  2005  letter  (Curl  to  Goodenow) 

February  22,  2005  letter  (Russi  to  Ms.  Connell  including  WORC 
Inspection/Enforcement  Programs  Study  dated  1 1/04) 
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FROM  :  RED.  SULPHUR.  SPRINGS. RODEO  PHM  NO.  :  7405680475  Apr.  11  2005  04:ef7PM  P01 


March  2.  2005 

Mr.  Grog  Gooden C"*» 

Bureau  of  Land  Mwagemeni 
Glenwood  Springs  Field  Office 
P.O.  Bo*  1009 

Glenwood  Springs.  Colorado  81602 
Via:  Facsimile  970-947.2829 
Re:  Roan  Plafoeu  Comments 
Dear  Mr  Goodcnow 

As  a  former  Oil  and  Gas  employee,  and  as  one  with  a  Prong  environments!  background,  1 
would  like  to  comment  on  tho  development  of  the  Roan  Plateau 

My  fli  P  preference  would  be  to  prohibit  any  dulling  activity  on  the  Plateau,  but  knowing 
this  will  probably  not  be  die  case.  I  would  like  to  see  the  best  case  scenario  After  reviewing  the 
venous  alter niHTvcfc,  >t  appears  that  Alternative  II  is  the  mow  feasible,  but  Waiorshed 
Management  is  critical  and  should  bo  added.  While  employed  in  Oil  and  Gas  I  personally 
witnessed,  leaking  rcservo  pits,  not  just  once  or  twice,  but  quite  often,  spilhng  of  condensate  and 
other  by-products,  of  well  exploration  and  production,  on  and  off  location  When  reported  to  the 
companies,  the  companies  failed  to  act  on  all  occasions  to  remediate  these  situ  ebons 

While  short  term,  these  incidents  only  pose  a  threat  to  (he  immediate  area,  long  term  the 
residuals  could  greatly  affect  the  beahh  of  the  flora  and  fauna  of  the  Roan.  No  one  knows  the 
toxicology  of  the  combined  chemicals  in  the  pits,  in  some  mstauor*  m  Wyoming,  these  reserve 
pits  have  in  the  past,  been  declared  Superfund  Sites.  It  is  also  suggested  that  any  reserve  pits  he 
remediated  It  is  going  to  require  an  honest  policing  effort  on  the  part  of  the  BLM  to  monitor 
EAP  activity,  these  are  Public  Lands 

It  is  also  important  that  the  BLM  consider  bon/oirud  or  directional  drilling  Directional 
drilling  could  be  a  boon  for  the  O&Q  industry.  In  most  cases  directional  drilling  provides  a  bagger 
window  In  die  formation,  allowing  for  a  belle*  producing  more  profitable  well  Locally  tho  OAG 
companies  say  that  direction*)  drilling  to  this  extent  is  not  feasible,  but  eUewherc  in  the  U  S  and 
around  tho  world  long  distance  directional  drilling  is  used  with  great  success.  Technology  is 
continuing  to  evolve  Alternatives  do  and  will  exist  Please  do  die  right  thing  and  listen  to  the 
public,  H  is  our  lead. 

Thank  you  for  taking  my  commons 


Kind  Regards. 


ColJbran,  Colorado 


Greg  Russi 
271  Buckthorn  Road 
New  Castle,  Colorado  81647 
(970)  984  9876 

February  22,  2005 


Jamie  Connell 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
50629  Highway  6  and  24 
Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81601 


Re:  Review  of  Gas  Field  Inspection  and  Enforcement  Programs 


Dear  Ms.  Connell: 

Thank  you  for  addressing  New  Castle  Town  Council  regarding  the  BLM's  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area  Your 
comments  and  those  of  Greg  Good  enow  were  very  informative 

I  have  become  increasingly  aware  of  the  instance  of  chemical  dumping  at  and 
around  gas  wellhead  sites  in  Garfield  County.  Much  of  the  evidence  I  have 
become  aware  of  is  anecdotal,  as  it  must  be  where  the  dumping  is  characterized 
as  intentional  and  clandestine.  I  believe  that  an  effective  inspection  program  is 
one  important  tool  in  an  arsenal  which  BLM  must  implement  if  drilling  is  to  occur 
on  top  of  the  Roan  Plateau,  dearly  an  environmentally  sensitive  area 

I  understand  that  the  Federal  Oil  and  Gas  Royalty  Management  Act  states  that 
gas  wells  must  be  inspected  a  minimum  of  once  per  year  where  they  are  In,  or 
adjacent  to,  environmentally  sensitive  areas.  The  enclosed  Western 
Organization  of  Resource  Councils  (WORC)  report  seems  to  indicate  that  BLM 
does  not  meet  this  exceptionally  important  requirement  A  table  on  page  13 
seems  to  indicate  that  at  the  current  rate,  required  inspections  would  take  over 
ten  years  to  complete  in  western  Colorado.  I  am  interested  in  your  opinion  of  this 
study  At  this  point,  until  I  learn  more,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  there  should  not 
be  any  gas  drilling  on  top  of  the  Roan  Plateau  unless  and  until  the  BLM  is  able  to 
guarantee  the  inspection  schedule  the  law  requires,  if  not  more.  Anything  less 
simply  nsks  the  environmental  integrity  of  the  area  because  chemical  dumping, 
whether  on  ground  or  near  water,  is  a  serious  matter 


Thank  you  very  much  for  your  consideration  of  this  matter 

With  all  good  wishes, 


Greg  S,  Russi 


End.  WORC  Review  of  Inspection/Enforcement  Programs  (11/04) 
Cc:  Greg  Goodenow  (w/encl.) 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 
Ecological  Services 
764  Horizon  Drive,  Building  B 
Grand  Junction,  Colorado  81506-3946 

IN  REPLY  REFER  TO 

ES/CO: 

MS  65412  GJ 


April  11,2005 

Memorandum 

To:  Greg  Goodenow,  Planning  &  Environmental  Coordinator 

From.  Allan  R.  Pfister.  Western  Colorado  Supervisor 

Ecological  Services,  Grand  Junction,  Colorado 

Subject:  Comments  on  the  Roan  Plateau  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan 

Amendment/Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

The  Service  has  reviewed  the  Roan  Plateau  Draft  RMP  Amendment/EIS  of  November  2004.  We 
find  that  the  management  components  proposed  under  Alternative  II  (Alt  II)  offer  the  level  of 
protection  that  is  most  likely  to  avoid  adverse  effects  to  the  resources.  The  four  ACECs 
proposed  in  All  II  are  strongly  recommended  for  their  management  components  which  prioritize 
protection  of  the  resources. 


-  <r> 
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population  size  should  be  included  in  this  RMP.  The  results  of  assessments  should  be  sent  to  the 
Service  by  January  1  of  the  year  following  the  surveys. 

Because  Phacelia  submutica  (DeBcque  phacelia)  is  an  ephemeral  annual  that  does  not 
appear  in  drought  years,  it  should  be  assumed  to  occupy  all  locations  within  its  distinctive  clay 
formation  habitat  until  blooming  season  surveys  are  completed. 

Colorado  River  Cutthroat  trout 

The  Roan  Plateau  provides  habitat  for  populations  of  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout 
(Oncorhynchus  clarki  pleuriticus),  a  BLM  sensitive  species.  The  BLM  is  signatory  to  the 
Conservation  Agreement  and  Strategy  for  Colorado  River  Cutthroat  Trout  (2001  Strategy)  in 
which  agencies  agreed  to  implement  conservation  actions  according  to  the  2001  Strategy.  The 
three  primary  activities  included  in  the  strategy  are  to  protect  existing  and  restored  ecosystems: 
restore  degraded  ecosystems;  and  coordinate  and  plan  conservation  actions.  To  meet  obligations 
under  this  agreement  the  BLM  should  implement  management  prescriptions  that  protect  existing 
habitat,  restore  degraded  habitat  and  improve  watershed  condition.  These  management 
prescriptions  should  include  designated  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC)  for 
Trapper/Northwater  Creek  and  East  Fork  of  Parachute  Creek  as  proposed  in  Alternative  II.  The 
subject  ACECs  incorporate  important  management  actions  that  support  the  conservation 
strategy.  The  Service  recommends  specifically  including  the  following  proposed  management 
actions:  “Allow  no  loss  or  degradation  of  fish  habitat  that  supports  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout 
moderate  risk  habitat  (NGD/NSO  W-5)”;  and  “Allow  no  new  long-term  (greater  than  two 
growing  seasons)  ground-disturbing  activities  within  the  area  mapped  as  high  value  watershed 
processes  (NGD/NSO  W-6).” 


Special  Status  Plants 

The  Service  recommends  that  the  final  decision  include  designation  of  Anvil  Points 
ACEC,  as  included  in  alternative  II.  This  area  contains  the  only  viable  population  of  the 
candidate  plant  species  Penstemon  debilis  (Parachute  penstemon)  on  federal  land.  The  Service 
recommends  that  the  habitat  occupied  by  the  Parachute  penstemon  population  at  the  Anvil  Point 
mine  site  and  surrounding  suitable  habitat  for  the  species  be  excluded  from  new  leasing  for  oil 
and  gas  development  and  from  other  activities  that  require  special  permits.  This  species  has  top 
priority  ranking  (listing  priority  number  2)  for  listing  as  threatened  or  endangered.  If  leasing 
occurs,  it  must  include  stipulations  for  NSO  with  no  ground  disturbance  to  avoid  short  and  long 
term  disturbance  of  the  unique  and  easily  disturbed  substrate  for  this  species  (NGD/NSO  P-1,  P- 
2).  Transplantation  is  not  an  option  for  this  species.  The  candidate  plant  species  Phacelia 
submutica  (DeBeque  phacelia)  also  occurs  in  the  proposed  Anvil  Points  ACEC;  as  does  the  plant 
species-at-risk.  Astragalus  debequaeus  (DeBeque  milkvetch).  The  Service  is  currently  being 
petitioned  to  list  all  three  of  these  species  as  threatened  or  endangered.  An  additional  BLM 
sensitive  plant  species,  Mentzelia  argil losa  (Southwest  stickleaf)  would  also  benefit  under  the 
proposed  management  prescriptions  for  the  Anvil  Points  ACEC  designation  in  Alternative  II. 


Currently  there  are  sections  of  Colorado  River  Cutthroat  trout  habitat  on  the  Roan  Plateau 
that  are  in  degraded  condition.  The  Service  finds  that  in  order  to  restore  degraded  habitat, 
changes  in  livestock  grazing  practices  must  be  incorporated  into  the  RMP  amendment. 
Alternative  II  offers  the  most  effective  way  of  improving  habitat  by  emphasizing  administrative 
solutions  to  meet  resource  management  objectives  and  accelerating  progress  towards  meeting 
land  health  standards. 

Migratory  Birds 

Due  to  the  potential  impact  from  oil  and  residual  drilling  fluids  to  migratory  birds,  all 
reserve  and  permanent  pits  must  be  netted  to  exclude  migratory  birds.  The  ponds  must  also  be 
fitted  with  eight  foot  high  wire  fencing  to  keep  large  ungulates  out  and  a  smooth  faced,  solid 
(non  climbable)  24  inch  high  barrier  buried  6  inches  into  the  ground  to  keep  small  mammals  and 
reptiles  from  entering  the  pits.  In  addition,  all  reserve  and  permanent  pits  must  be  lined  to 
prevent  ground  water  contamination. 

Chanter  2  -  Alternatives 


Known  locations  of  listed,  candidate  and  petitioned  plant  species  in  this  planning  area 
should  be  inventoried  at  least  once  every  three  years.  Monitoring  plans  and  methods  to  assess 
listed,  candidate  or  petitioned  plant  species*  occurrence,  population  viability,  and  estimated 


Table  2-1  -Lands  and  Realty  -  the  Service  recommends  maintaining  the  current  oil  shale 
withdrawal  on  occupied  habitat  for  the  candidate  species,  Penstemon  debilis ;  no  exchanges  or 
disposals  of  lands  occupied  by  special  status  species,  and  no  exchanges  or  disposals  of  lands  with 
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suitable  habitat  for  special  status  species  until  surveys  have  been  completed  and  the  results 
approved  in  consultation  with  the  Service.  Lands  should  not  be  available  for  “communication 
and  other  facilities’’  in  areas  of  occupied  habitat  for  special  status  species. 

Table  2-1  —  Oil  and  Gas  Leasing  and  Development  -  the  Service  recommends  that  for 
protection  of  T/E  or  special  status  species,  the  BLM  should  require  the  lessees  to  avoid  actions 
that  would  contribute  to  a  need  to  list  species,  and  also  require  avoidance  of  activities  that  would 
be  likely  to  adversely  affect  listed  threatened  or  endangered  or  candidate  species  (not  only 
avoidance  of  activities  that  would  be  likely  to  result  in  jeopardy). 

Table  2-1  -  Leasing  and  Permitting  -  the  Service  supports  limiting  the  average  surface 
spacing  density  to  160  acres  as  in  Alt  III,  and  continuing  to  require  a  Geographic  Area  Proposal 
as  described  in  Alt  I. 

Closed  to  oil  and  gas  leasing  —  should  include  the  former  NOSR  at  Anvil  Points  mine 
where  the  only  viable  population  of  Penstemon  debilis  is  found  on  federal  land. 

No  surface  occupancy  -  the  Service  supports  NSO  stipulations  as  described  in  Alt  II  and 
for  the  roadless  areas  included  in  Alt  III. 

Table  2-1  -Other  Minerals  -  the  Service  supports  no  leasing  as  in  Alt  II,  and  no  mineral 
entry  for  activities  that  cannot  be  constrained  by  NGD/NSO  stipulations  to  protect  special  status 
species. 

Table  2-2a  -  Management  for  Anvil  Points  ACEC  -  the  Service  supports  the 
management  prescriptions  described  for  botanical  resources.  Revegetation  projects  should 
require  a  site  specific  plan  for  areas  with  special  status  plant  species  or  significant  plant 
communities,  to  be  developed  in  consultation  with  die  Service.  The  objective  is  to  avoid 
introducing  competitive  species. 

Special  management  for  special  status  plant  species  should  include  development  and 
implementation  of  monitoring  programs  to  measure  the  success  of  management  actions. 

In  addition  to  the  management  actions  for  each  resource  category  in  the  proposed 
management  prescriptions,  each  ACEC  to  be  designated  should  have  a  plan  that  addresses 
management  actions  needed  for  each  specific  resource  being  protected  within  that  ACEC.  These 
ACEC  plans  should  be  included  in  the  Resource  Management  Plan  Amendment  for  the  Roan 
Plateau  Planning  Area. 

Chapter  3  -  Affected  Environment 

Page  3-60  -  Colorado  River  Fishes  (Endangered)  -  the  last  paragraph  in  this  section 
states  “high  value  habitats  for  these  fishes  include  stream  reaches  with  well-developed  riparian 
vegetation.”  Please  provide  a  citation  for  this  statement.  Historically,  the  Colorado  River  and  its 
tributaries  within  habitat  for  the  subject  endangered  fishes  did  not  have  well-developed  riparian 
vegetation  along  the  banks  and  islands  because  high  spring  flows  did  not  allow  for  the 
establishment  of  vegetation.  Spawning  habitat  for  these  endangered  fishes  requires  clean  cobble 
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bars  created  by  scouring  river  flows.  Establishment  of  vegetation  on  these  bars  has  reduced 
spawning  habitat  in  many  areas  of  critical  habitat. 

Page  3-62  -  Colorado  River  Cutthroat  Trout  -  the  first  paragraph  states  that  “the  USFWS 
has  concluded  that  listing  is  not  currently  warranted.”  The  conclusion  of  the  finding  was  that  the 
petition  did  not  present  substantial  scientific  or  commercial  information  indicating  listing  may  be 
warranted.  This  section  should  explain  that  the  BLM  is  signatory  to  the  Colorado  River 
Cutthroat  Trout  Conservation  Agreement  and  Conservation  Strategy  and  describe  the  actions  the 
BLM  has  committed  to  implement  as  part  of  this  strategy.  The  BLM  Colorado  State  office  is 
currently  developing  a  programmatic  biological  assessment  for  Resource  Management  Plans. 

The  programmatic  biological  assessment  should  be  reviewed  and  the  measures  included  for 
Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout  should  also  be  included  in  the  Roan  Plateau  RMP  amendment. 

The  Affected  Environment  section  should  also  include  a  description  of  Colorado  River  cutthroat 
trout  habitat  within  the  planning  area.  Page  3-63  describes  where  the  populations  occur  and  their 
genetic  purity,  however,  a  description  of  the  current  habitat  condition  should  also  be  provided. 
The  Service  has  observed  poor  habitat  conditions  along  Trapper's  Creek  (outside  the  exclosure) 
due  to  over  grazing  Current  habitat  conditions  for  all  the  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout  streams 
should  be  described  in  detail. 

Chapter  4  -  Environmental  Consequences 

Page  4-119  -  Colorado  River  Fishes  -  It  is  not  appropriate  to  use  the  following  paragraph 
for  the  water  depletion  analysis  for  this  RMP  amendment:  “In  terms  of  water  quantity,  USFWS 
previously  agreed  with  BLM’s  position  that  oil  and  gas  development  would  not  deplete  stream 
flows  in  die  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  and  could  actually  increase  flows.”  This  language  was 
derived  from  correspondence  from  BLM  regarding  a  programmatic  biological  opinion  for  minor 
water  depletions  (125  acre-feet  or  less)  caused  by  BLM  authorized  activities.  This  biological 
opinion  will  expire  soon  and  the  BLM  State  Office  is  in  the  process  of  preparing  a  new 
biological  assessment.  During  this  process  the  BLM  will  re-examine  water  depletions  associated 
with  oil  and  gas  development  and  address  this  issue  in  the  programmatic  biological  assessment 
For  the  Roan  Plateau  RMP,  the  BLM  should  provide  water  depletion  estimates  for  each 
alternative’s  activities  that  may  result  in  water  depletions  to  the  upper  Colorado  River  basin,  and 
complete  Section  7  consultation  in  compliance  with  the  Endangered  Species  Act. 

Appendix  Table  C-l  -  Surface-Use  stipulations 

NSO  P- 1  -  the  Service  recommends  no  exceptions  to  the  NGD  without  Service 
consultation. 

NSO  P-2  -  BLM  should  require  that  disturbed  topsoil  be  set  aside  and  replaced  to 

preserve  the  seed  bank  and  associated  micorhizal  species  necessary  for  restoration 
of  potential  habitat. 


Proposed  RMPA/Final  EIS  ■  August  2006 
Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area,  Colorado 
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UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 
REGION  8 

999  18™  STREET-  SUITE  300 
DENVER,  CO  80202-2466 
Phone  800-227-8917 
http://www  .opa.gov/njgion08 


Ref.  8EPR-N 

Jamie  E.  Connell,  Field  Manger 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Glenwood  Springs  Field  Office 
P.O.  Box  1009 

Glen  wood  Springs,  Colorado  8 1602 


MAT  2  6  2805 


RE:  Roan  Plateau  Resource  Management  Plan 

Amendment  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
CEQ#  20040548 

Dear  Ms.  Connell: 


In  accordance  with  our  responsibilities  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act  (NEPA),  42  U.S.C.  Section  4321,  et.  seq..  and  Section  309  of  the  Clean  Air  Act,  the 
Region  8  office  of  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  has  reviewed  the 
referenced  Draft  Environmental  impact  Statement  (DEIS)  for  the  Roan  Plateau  Resource 
Management  Plan  Amendment. 

The  area  under  consideration  in  this  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  is  located 
near  the  town  of  Rifle.  For  discussion  purposes,  the  area  can  be  divided  into  two  segments:  a 
lowland  area  at  the  base  of  the  Roan  Plateau,  and  an  upland  area  consisting  essentially  of  the 
“top”  of  the  plateau.  The  base  or  lowland  area  is  a  highly  developed  swath  of  land  that  parallels 
Interstate  70  and  the  Colorado  River.  Development  includes  gas  wells,  pipelines,  roads,  ranches, 
and  past  oil  shale  research  areas.  The  DEIS  notes  that  much  of  this  development  at  the  buac  of 
the  plateau  conflicts  with  critical  habitat  for  mule  deer.  The  town  of  Rifle  is  also  located  very 
near  the  base  of  the  plateau  within  this  lowland  area.  The  top  of  the  Roan  Plateau,  except  for 
some  roads  and  fences,  is  not  developed  and  contains  some  ecosystems  that  arc  found  in  few 
places  in  Colorado.  In  addition,  the  Colorado  Cutthroat  trout  are  found  in  some  streams  that  are 
considered  to  be  highly  pure  sources  of  breeding  stock. 

EPA  understands  that  the  communities  near  the  Roan  Plateau  value  the  relatively 
undeveloped  nature  of  the  area  on  top  and  have  voiced  their  wishes  to  continue  to  be  able  to 
eiyoy  the  amenities  of  the  area.  This  DEIS  evaluates  and  weighs  the  need  for  additional  -sources 
of  gas  and  how  that  could  be  accomplished  while  reserving  as  much  of  the  natural  character  of 
the  plateau  as  possible.  The  preferred  alternative  includes  phasing  the  development  by  delaying 
the  development  of  the  top  of  the  Roan  Plateau  until  80  percent  of  the  existing  leases  at  the  base 
of  the  Plateau  are  constructed  and  in  production. 


The  preferred  alternative  in  the  Draft  EIS  proposes  to  improve  protections  for  resources 
such  as  water  quality,  vegetation  and  wildlife  by  discontinuing  the  policy  of  open  motorised 
travel  and  limiting  motorized  travel  to  designated  trails  and  roads.  The  preferred  alternative  also 
proposes  segments  of  streams  for  protection  status  under  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act. 

If  lands  on  top  of  die  plateau  are  leased,  EPA  believes  that  BLM's  preferred  alternative  to 
delay  and  phase  development  of  the  plateau  top  given  foe  concerns  relating  to  foe  potential 
effects  of  oil  and  gaa  development  on  surface  disturbance,  water  quality  and  sensitive  wildlife 
species  appears  to  be  an  appropriate  policy  choice.  A  phased  approach  to  development  on  foe 
top  would  allow  foe  Bureau  and  other  agencies  to  monitor  current  conditions  and  allow  the  gas 
industry  to  develop  less  intrusive  methods  of  oil  and  gas  extraction  in  this  sensitive  area.  In 
addition,  under  NEPA,  agencies  are  directed  to  consider  reasonable  alternatives  both  within  and 
beyond  the  lead  agency's  jurisdiction.  Thus,  alternatives  which  include  further  leasing  at  foe 
base  of  the  plateau  while  setting  aside  the  upper  plateau  for  no  leasing,  may  be  within  foe 
reasonable  range  of  alternatives  to  be  analyzed  under  NEPA 

Based  on  the  procedures  EPA  uses  to  evaluate  the  potential  effects  of  proposed  actions 
and  the  adequacy  of  the  information  in  the  DEIS,  the  Proposed  Actions  identified  by  the  DEIS 
for  foe  Roan  Plateau  Resource  Management  Plan  and  DEIS,  has  been  rated  EC-2.  The  EPA 
review  has  identified  environmental  impacts  that  could  be  analyzed  and  potentially  avoided  in 
order  to  fully  protect  foe  environment  The  enclosed  detailed  comments  discuss  impacts 
resulting  from  improved  access  to  the  top  (year  round  vs.  seasonal  fragmentation  of  critical 
winter  habitat  for  mule  deer  (base  of  plateau),  areas  with  wilderness  characteristics  that  will  not 
be  maintained,  and  Colorado  Cutthroat  impacts  stemming  from  sedimentation  caused  by 
additional  roads.  Wc  believe  that  such  impacts  may  be  reduced  by  requiring  the  mitigation 
measures  identified  in  the  analysis.  I  have  enclosed  a  copy  of  the  EPA  Rating  System  for  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statements  for  additional  information. 

Our  review  also  determined  that  the  DEIS  proposals  to  close  motorized  cross  country 
travel  and  to  propose  Wild  and  Scenic  River  designations  in  the  area  will  result  in  significant 
benefits  to  the  plateau’s  resources  and  ecosystem  sustainability.  We  support  these  management 
actions  and  also  applaud  the  Bureau’s  re-analysis  of  air  quality  prior  to  the  release  of  thi6  DEIS. 

If  you  have  any  questions  concerning  foe  rating  or  the  enclosed  comments,  please  contact 
Larry  Svoboda  at  (303)  312-6004. 


Sincerely,  , 

YUKVU# 

Robert  E.  Roberts 
Regional  Administrator 
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Roan  Plateau  DEIS  Detailed  Comments 


Air  Quality  Comments 

1.  Visibility.  Table  4-10  shows  cumulative  visibility  impacts  and  combines  results 
of  screening  analyses  with  results  of  refined  analyses.  BLM  conducted  a  refined 
analysis  in  cases  where  the  screening  analysis  showed  impacts.  Section  4.2.5. 7 
explains  that  the  visibility  analysis  showed  no  reduction  in  visibility  at  Class  1 
areas  due  to  BLM  sources  alone.  The  Technical  Support  Document  supports  this 
statement;  however,  in  some  Class  I  or  sensitive  Class  II  areas,  days  of 
cumulative  visibility  impact  greater  than  1 .0  dv  resulted  when  emissions  from 
BLM  sources  were  added  to  those  of  the  inventory  sources.  In  these  cases,  the 
potential  impact  of  the  BLM  sources  tipped  the  balance  and  caused  potential 
cumulative  impacts  to  exceed  1.0  dv.  As  shown  in  table  5-65  of  the  Technical 
Support  Document,  this  occurred  on  one  modeled  day  at  Black  Canyon  of  the 
Gunnison  National  Park  (Class  1),  one  day  at  foe  West  Elk  Wilderness  (Class  I), 
and  one  day  at  Colorado  National  Monument  (Class  II).  (Additional  days  of 
reduced  visibility  were  modeled  for  sources  in  the  Vernal  planning  area.) 

The  refined  analysis  for  the  West  Elk  Cass  1  area  showed  no  days  of  impact 
exceeding  1 .0  dv;  however,  one  day  with  impact  over  1.0  dv  remained  after  the 
refined  analysis  for  foe  Black  Canyon  Class  I  area.  It  ia  not  possible  to  determine 
from  information  in  foe  DEIS  or  the  Technical  Support  Document  the  extent  to 
which  BLM  sources  contributed  to  this  remaining  day  of  reduced  visibility.  (Class 
II  areas  did  not  receive  the  refined  analysis;  consequently  it  is  not  possible  to 
determine  whether  BLM  sources  would  have  contributed  marginally  to  any 
remaining  days  with  impact  over  1 .0  dv  in  those  areas.)  Wc  recommend 
conducting  a  refined  analysis  at  least  for  the  Colorado  National  Monument 

2.  Visibility  Impact  at  Mount  ZirkeL  The  last  paragraph  of  the  visibility  portion 
of  section  4.2.5.7  indicates  that  Black  Canyon  of  the  Gunnison  National  Park  was 
foe  only  Class  I  area  where  modeled  cumulative  impacts  greater  than  1 .0  dv 
remained  after  the  refined  visibility  analysis.  However,  table  4-10  shows  a 
maximum  impact  of  one  day  over  1 .0  dv  remaining  at  Mount  Zirkel.  EPA 
requests  that  this  discrepancy  be  resolved  in  the  FEIS. 

3.  Ozone.  The  DEIS  does  not  address  the  potential  of  ozone  impacts  from  the 
project  Table  3-9  shows  background  concentrations  of  the  criteria  pollutants,  but 
does  not  include  ozone.  The  model  used  by  BLM  for  the  air  quality  analysis  (i.e., 
CALPUFF)  lacks  the  capability  to  accurately  represent  chemioal  transformations 
and  thus  is  not  suitable  for  estimating  ozone  impacts.  Running  a  regulatory  ozone 
model  such  as  RPM-fV  for  purposes  of  foe  DEIS  is  impractical,  and  we 
understand  that  BLM’s  National  Science  &  Technology  Center  may  be  reluctant 
to  estimate  potential  ozone  impacts  with  a  conservative  method  such  as  VOC/NO, 
point  source  screening  tables.  Nevertheless,  development  in  the  project  area 
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includes  sources  of  volatile  organic  compounds  (VOC’s)  and  oxides  of  nitrogen 
(NO*),  which  are  ozone  precursors,  and  the  additional  development  proposed  in 
the  DEIS  might  increase  these  emissions  significantly.  In  lieu  of  using  a 
regulatory  model,  we  recommend  that  BLM  estimate  potential  ozone  impacts 
using  a  screening  table  or  other  non-regulatory  method.  The  FEIS  should  also 
disclose  estimated  VOC  and  NO,  emissions. 

4.  Class  II  Increment  for  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration,  PM^  Section 
5.2  of  the  technical  support  document  states,  ‘The  comparisons  to  foe  PSD  Cass  I 
and  II  increments  were  intended  to  evaluate  a  threshold  of  concern  for  potential 
impacts,  and  does  not  fa/c)  represent  a  regulatory  PSD  Increment  Consumption 
Analysis.”  Furthermore,  BLM  compared  results  of  the  air  quality  analysis  to  foe 
Class  II  increment  for  PMio  only  in  sensitive  Class  U  areas  in  the  far  field  (such  as 
the  Holy  Cross  Wilderness  Area).  Section  4.2.5  of  the  DEIS,  under  PMio, 
discloses  the  modeled  near-field  particulate  concentrations.  The  results  indicate 
that  the  potential  impact  of  fugitive  dust  from  roadways  and  construction  would 
meet  the  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  (NAAQS).  The  BLM  analysts 
used  background  concentrations  of  PMio  of  54  pg/m3  as  a  24-hour  average  and  24 
pg/m3  as  an  annual  average,  which  exceed  the  corresponding  Class  II  increments 
for  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration  of  30  pg/m1  and  1 7  pg/m3. 
Consequently,  adding  modeled  concentrations  to  the  background  concentrations 
also  gave  results  over  the  increments.  We  recommend  that  BLM  explain  in  foe 
FEIS  the  rationale  for  not  estimating  potential  in-field  impacts  on  PMio 
increments. 

5.  Background  Concentrations  -  Hazardous  Air  Pollutants.  Table  4-8  presents 
background  concentrations  of  hazardous  air  pollutants.  It  does  not  identify  tho 
source  of  the  data  as  table  4-7  docs  for  the  criteria  pollutants.  EPA  recommends 
the  source  of  the  information  be  identified  in  the  FEIS. 

Air  Quality  Technical  Support  Document  (Air  Quality  Assessment  Report) 

6.  National  Park  Service  Reference.  Please  correct  the  date  in  the  footnote  to  table 

3-24. 

7.  Increment  Comparison  Results,  SO*  The  value  for  three-hour  SO2  under 
“GMA  BLM  Sources  Only”  (Glenwood  Springs  Management  Area)  in  table  5-12 
differs  by  an  order  of  magnitude  from  the  corresponding  values  in  tables  5-13 
through  5-16  and  might  be  a  typographical  error.  EPA  recommends  this 
discrepancy  be  resolved  in  the  FEIS. 
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U.S.  EPA,  Region  8  (Pages  5-6  of  6) 


Rwiec  of  Alternatives 

In  order  to  fully  consider  all  alternatives,  BLM  should  consider  an  alternative  thm  would 
provide  leasing  for  oil  and  gas  development  on  the  base  area  (NOSR  3)  and  no  leasing  on 
the  top  of  the  plateau  (NOSR  1). 

lmprQY,fliflfice$S  to  the  top  (winter  and  year  roundl 

Under  current  management  of  the  Roan  Plateau,  access  to  die  top  is  essentially  closed 
during  the  winter  months.  Improved  access  to  the  top  for  oil  and  gas  activities  will 
potentially  allow  year-around  access.  Although  for  recreational  activities,  this  could  be 
considered  a  benefit,  increased  access  during  die  winter  could  mean  additional  stress  for 
wildlife.  This  change  has  not  been  analyzed  and  discussed  in  the  wildlife  section  of  the 
DEIS.  BLM  may  wish  to  consult  with  USFW  and/or  the  Colorado  Fish  and  Game 
Department  on  this  issue. 

During  other  periods,  access  improvements  may  also  encourage  additional  visitor  and 
recreational  interest  in  the  Plateau.  Further  analysis  in  the  FEIS  should  focus  on  what  the 
potential  increase  in  activity  would  entail.  Please  consider  additional  hunting,  OHV, 
backpacking,  mountain  biking,  and  equestrian  uses  that  may  be  increased  by  improved 
access. 

Fragmentation  of  critical  Winter  habitat  for  mule  deer  (base  of  plateau) 

The  land  that  surrounds  the  base  of  the  plateau,  federal  and  private,  is  considered  critical 
habitat  for  mule  deer  Continued  development  of  federal  and  private  land  will  furthe» 
reduce  the  area  available  for  mule  deer.  BLM  should  incorporate  Colorado  Fish  and 
Game  mule  deer  management  and  population  goals  for  the  area. 

Arsaa  ydth  vtildemgsa  ciiMacieristka  not  protected 

Although  BLM  asserts  that  it  cannot  designate  new  Wilderness  Study  Areas  (WSA), 
under  FLPMA  Section  603,  BLM  acknowledges  the  authority  to  protect  natural  values  on 
public  lands,  including  the  management  authority  to  protect  lands  In  a  manner  which 
maintains  their  wilderness  characteristics.  BLM  should  consider  management  actions 
such  as  no  mineral  leasing  decisions  or  the  use  of  NSO  stipulations  to  preserve  these 
values.  Therefore,  EPA  encourages  BLM  to  protect  ail  lands  that  have  been  inventoried 
and  9hown  to  contain  wilderness  values.  The  wilderness  inventories  conducted  by  BLM 
in  1998,  1999  and  2000,  determined  that  21,382  acres  met  the  necessary  standards  for 
wilderness  characteristics.  The  preferred  alternative  proposes  to  protect  only  9,006  acres 
of  the  quailing  2 1 ,382  acres. 

As  BLM  points  out  with  the  NSO  stipulations  for  the  9,006  acres,  this  approach  would 
not  preclude  leasing  and  production  of  the  associated  mineral  estate.  If  leasing  is 
ultimately  considered  for  areas  on  the  top  of  the  plateau,  BLM  could  determine  at  that 
time  if  the  NSO  stipulation  is  still  necessary  to  protect  these  areas  or  a  waiver  could  be 


considered,  if  absolutely  necessary,  and  with  special  conditions  requiring  a  reduced 
footprint.  In  addition,  prior  to  future  leasing  on  the  plateau,  new  drilling  technologies 
may  be  developed  to  enable  construction  and  production  without  any  surface  disturbance 
within  these  areas.  The  DEIS  should  at  least  provide  an  analysis  that  would  determine 
how  much  of  the  fluid  minerals  within  the  21.382  acres  with  wilderness  characteristics 
could  be  developed  with  current  directional  drilling  technologies  including  additiona. 
costs  to  develop  the  resource. 


Sediment 


The  DEIS  states  that  closing  die  top  of  the  plateau  to  open  motorized  travel  per  the 
preferred  alternative  will  result  in  a  benefit  to  aquatic  life,  especially  to  the  Colorado 
River  Cutthroat  Trout.  However,  the  preferred  alternative  will  also  allow  an  increase  in 
roads  and  well  pads  to  develop  gas  resources.  The  DEIS  indioates  that  this  could  impact 
sedimentation  and  aquatic  life.  EPA  suggests  that  BLM  provide  best  management 
practices  that  would  reduce  impacts  from  building,  using  and  maintaining  gas  Industry 
roads. 

Introduction  of  non-native  trout 

Increasing  the  roads  under  the  preferred  alternative  will  increase  access  to  habitat  and  as 
a  result  could  increase  the  potential  for  introductions  of  non-native  trout.  Proposals  to 
increase  the  number  of  roads  on  the  top  of  the  plateau  should  analyze  for  the  potentia.  for 
non-native  trout  introductions  and  special  management  practices  may  be  necessary  to 
protect  the  remaining  populations  of  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout.  EPA  recommends 
that  BLM  consult  with  USFWS  and/or  the  Colorado  Fish  and  Game  Department  on  this 
issue. 
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Cooperating  Agency  Concluding 

Statements 


Attachment  E 

Cooperating  Agency  Concluding 

Statements 


BLM  greatly  appreciates  all  the  hard  work,  time,  dedication  and  involvement  of  the  Cooperating 
Agencies  in  this  process.  Cooperating  Agency  comments,  concerns,  and  ideas  greatly  improved 
the  Proposed  Plan.  BLM  looks  forward  to  the  continued  involvement  of  these  agencies  in 
implementing  the  Roan  Plateau  Resource  Management  Plan  Amendment. 


Cooperating  Agencies 

City  of  Glenwood  Springs  (Cooperating  Agency) 

City  of  Parachute  (Cooperating  Agency) 

City  of  Rifle  (Cooperating  Agency) 

Colorado  Department  of  Natural  Resources  (Cooperating  Agency) 
Garfield  County  (Cooperating  Agency) 

Garfield  County  (Minority  Opinion) 

Rio  Blanco  County  (Cooperating  Agency) 
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City  of  Glenwood  Springs  Final  Letter  (Page  1-3  of  3) 


Interior  Deportment  of  Bureau  of  l^amd  Management 
Glenwood  Spring*  Held  Office 
ATTEN.  Jaime  Connell.  Field  Office  Manager 
Page  2 

October  5.  2005 


Interim  Itepartment  t»f  Bureau  of  land  Management 

Glenwood  Springs  Field  Office 

50629  I  X  Highway  h  A  24 

Glenwood  Spring*..  CO  8  NX>1 

ATTEN:  Jaime  Connell.  Field  Office  Manager 

Re:  Upper  Rrem  rhiuu  Planning  Area 
I  .adie*  and  Gent  lenten- 

The  Glenwood  Spring*  City  Council  does  not  *upp»Ml  the  Bureau  of  I  and 
Management  *  planned  leasing  of  the  Upper  Rsjh  Plateau  Hanning  Area  for  natural  gas 
exphrathm  ami  recovery  The  I  Ipper  Roan  Plateau  Hanning  Area  is  a  special  area  for 
those  of  us  in  (‘ofixradc*  and  on  the  Western  Slope  It  should  he  protected  for  future 
generation* 

The  Council  support*  n*  position  of  no  leasing  on  the  Upper  Roan  Plateau  for  the 
follow  ing  reason*: 

I  Ihe  Bureau  of  land  Management  received  a  total  of  7-1,90? 

comment*  via  «  rrswl.  fax  and  mail.  The  majority  of  these  comment* 
were  rpposod  to  leasing,  exploration  and  drilling  on  the  lop  and 
sides  of  the  Roan  Plateau  (73.780  against  desckpnicnt  on  lire  Roan 
Plateau,  HI  <)  in  support  of  development  and  .108  did  not  lake  a 
poxiiton  either  wav.) 

2.  The  Roan  Plateau  provides  outstanding  opportunities  for 

Ims  kv ounti y  recreation  such  as  hunting.  Ktckpos  king,  camping, 
scenic  drives,  and  oppuitumtle*  for  solitude; 

3.  These  uses  contribute  dgrrifteantly  to  the  local  and  rwtltofui 

wtmvrfiiy. 

4.  The  Roan  Plateau  area  include*  important  mid- elevation  wildlife 
habitat  tit  a  rector*  alt  wady  heavily  impacted  by  existing  gas 
development. 

5.  The  Roan  Ftateau  includes  an  c.vttvmdy  high  level  of  biological 
diversity,  including  several  species  of  ewlrmic  plants,  anti  is 
comkfcred  by  the  (  olni  ulo  Natural  Heritage  Program  to  he  one  of 
the  lop  four  rraovt  brologk  ally  diverse  plates  on  llic  Western  Slope. 


t y  The  Roan  Plateau  provides  an  undeveloped  island  of  important 

public  land  nrsouiccs  In  the  rapidly  glowing  upper  Grand  Valley  arid 
is  the  scenic  backdrop  for  Rifle,  Parachute  and  Battlement  Mesa, 
ColoraekH 

7  The  Town  of  Parachute  obtains  water  from  Parachute  ('reek ,  which 

ha*  Its  headwaters  on  top  of  the  Roan  PUleau; 

H.  Intensive  gas  dcvdipmcn*  on  the  plateau  and  tlills  would  harm 
these  public  resource*; 

9  Sufficient  gas  resources  exist  outride  the  undeveloped  portion  of  the 
Roan  Plateau  to  moct  out  nation's  energy  heeds  and  allow 
companies  to  develop  resources  and  to  provide  Job*  and  county 
revenue: 

10.  fXffervirag  leasing  and  natural  gas  cxphnaUon  and  development  for  at 
leant  the  next  twenty  years  on  ll*  Upper  Roan  Plateau  Hanning 
Area  will  give  tin:  gas  industry  mure  lime  to  develop  new 
technology  for  directional  drilling.  This  will  allow  the  recovery  of 
the  natural  revouive  without  disturbing  the  Upper  Roan  Ptaleaw 

While  we  fervently  oppose  leaving  on  tip  of  Roan  Plateau,  in  the  event  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  does  proceed  with  leaving  the  Upper  Roan  Pblcau  Planning 
Aura  for  natural  ga*  exploration  and  recovery ,  the  Glenwood  Spring*  City  Council 
support*  ihe  altemaiive  submitted  to  the  Bureau  of  I  and  Management  hv  the  Colorado 
I  Vpoitrthfni  of  Natural  Resources  <DNR».  Of  the  several  alternative*  for  leasing  on  the 
Upper  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area  we  believe  that  the  Colorado  Division  of  Natural 
Rexourvc*  alternative  of  phased  development  would  be  the  least  destructive  to  the 
wildlife,  stream*,  watershed*  and  the  environment  The  concept  of  clustered  drilling  and 
limited  surface  impact*,  avoiding  ripanan  area*,  deep  dopes,  important  wildlife  area*, 
recreation  area*,  and  scenic  area*  is  the  mrw.1  cn*  iron  mentally  sensiti  ve  alternative. 

The  four  area*  of  critical  env  ironmental  concern  lACFT  j,  the  two  wild  and  scenic 
river  corridors  and  the  tflfpe  areas  with  wilderness  characteristics  must  be  protected  with 
permanent,  twviv  waivcnhle  No  Surface  Occupancy  <NM)>  restriction*  No  surface 
disturbance  s n  leasing  should  he  allowed  in  the  watershed  man  axemen  I  area*  for  the 
entire  upper  Parachute  (Teel  The  wildlife  *nchts*on  area*  not  in  the  No  Surface 

Occupancy  f  NSOl  area*  must  be  placed  in  the  area's  CunfioHcd  Surface  Use 
(CSUl  restriction*  to  maintain  and  protect  wildlife  seclusion  area.*  and  migration  routes. 
The  aieac  of  rare,  endangered  or  sensitive  plants,  rrai*r  also  he  protected  by  the  No 
Surface  Occupancy  (NSO>  restriction*  thereby  eliminating  any  drilling  and  damage  to  the 
rare,  endangered,  or  sensitive  plants. 


Interior  l.Vpartxrwnt  of  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
OlenwtHxl  Spring*  Field  Office 
ATTFN.  Janirc  Connell,  Field  Offic  e  Manager 
Page  3 


(la* drilling,  proeesring,  and  transportation  should  he  limited  to  existing  mad* 
and  lands  immediately  adiswvm  to  those  rood*.  Any  new  route*  opened  for  gas 
development  purpose*  must  he  closed  and  reclaimed  when  production  is  complete.  (Tear 
threshold*  must  be  established  and  enforced  for  revlatnulk'n  hekne  the  operatue  is 
allowed  lo  disturb  any  new  surface.  Stipulations  imposed  on  tile  operator,  both  general 
orkf  cite  specific,  must  he  clear.  written  and  firmly  enforced,  There  must  be  significant 
consequences  and  peualtkx  for  noiacomptunce  clearly  elated  in  advance. 

I  .casing  untie r  ihe  proposed  approach  should  be  for  all  levels  of  energy  minerals 
(Wasatch,  Mesa  Verde  cm  I  bed  merharsc,  and  other  gas  layers  V  Unless  ail  drifting  is 
ssvitdinafed  and  consolidated,  the  surface  and  hahilal  protection  hendit*  will  qulcilv  he 
lost. 


Glenwood  Springs  (  Tty  Cnvitdl  xnppnrt*  the  (Tty  of  Kifk  regaidwg  Ihe  HuKhard 
Me*a  area.  ’Ihu  area  should  he  dc*tg luted  as  a  Special  Recreation  Management  Area 
with  a  No  Surface  (  Vs uponc  v  designation  fix  recreational  (motorized  and  rv.  >iv 
motori/ed )  use.  Hubbard  Me«a  i*  an  area  currently  used  fix  both  molurird  and  nors 
motorized  recreation,  h  would  he  difficult,  d  not  Impossible,  to  >afefy  have  both 
motorized  and  non  iruMon/ed  recreation  and  drilling  In  this  area..  In  the  bnteivxt  of  public 
safety  anil  puhltc  recreation  leasing,  exploration  and  drilling  must  not  he  allowed  in  the 
area  known  a*  Hubbard  Mev». 

The  City  w  bhes  Is*  convey  it*  appreciation  lo  liic  staff  and  svsnsullants  at  the 
Glen  wood  5spring*  field  ufflcc  for  tlurii  assist  once  chnsughnul  this  ptoses*  While  we 
appreciate  the  n«sd  to  develop  our  rufion's  energy  rewaarcec,  it  is  also  irnpxtant  to 
po-Kecd  with  dils  development  in  an  envlnwimenlally  sensitise  manner,  ivcugral/lng  (he 
full  rrw\  of  use*  o«  the  puNic  land*  adminMered  by  Ihe  Bureau  s>l  Land  Management. 

Respectfully . 

Glenwood  Splines  City  Council 

City  of  Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado 


By: 

Lowry  Fanay,  Mayor 
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City  of  Parachute  Final  Letter  (Page  1-2  of  2) 


TOWN  CM-  PAR  AC mm 
ADMINISTRATION 
PO  Box  100 
222  Grand  Valley  Wa> 
Parachute.  CO  9l6$$ 


Telephone.  1970)  2W-7G30  Town  Administrator 

TAX:  (970)  285-0392  Town  t’lerlt/Trcauirer 

email:  parjutM'  parachutccuh*  ado, com  Juanita  Sailer  field.  CMC 


September  12.  2005 

RE  BOAR  OOF  TRUSTEK  COMMENTS  FOR  THE  ROAN  PLATEAU  MANAGEMENT 

PLAN 


The  BLM  liav  been  diiecled  to  develop  the  Maitageincnt  Plan!  f«»t  the  Retail  Plateau  and  it  lx  tlie 
Town  of  Parachute  fluid  of  Tru-rfees hope  lhal  a  strong  plan  w  til  tome  out  til  the  man)  months  of 
twdt  that  m  M  and  all  the  cooperating  agencies  have  done.  The  Iowa  of  Parachute  Board  of 
Trustee*  %<c>uld  encourage  the  R1  VI  and  the  cooperating  agencies  to  continue  to  express  the 
u.HKsmi  that  (he  BLM  i*  authuvi/cd  ami  funded  lu  enforce  the  Management  Plan.  Ail  efforts  will 
ha%c  been  In  voJa  withuut  strung  enforcement. 

In  a  perfect  world  all  areas  thal  offered  the  wctwfiaul  opportunities.  secrete  areas  ami  w  ildlife 
fBMMimvni.  such  as  the  Room  Plateau  could  he  protected  The  Town  of  Parachute  Board  of 
Trustees  believe*  it  js  bcttci  to  jesist  the  <  BLM).  Bureau  id  Land  Muriate  men*,  in  establishing  a  plan 
that  will  Che  the  highest  possible  level  of  protection  while  allowing  for  oll/ga*  exploration  and 
drilling,  than  to  force  them  to  submit  a  plan  that  would  not  be  accepted 

The  Town  of  Parachute  Board  of  T rvstrev  comments: 

■  Ihe  Town  of  Parachute  Hoard  of  Trustees  supports  the  DNR.  (Department  of  Natural 
Resource*  i  proposal  for  drilling  «vn  the  top  of  the  Roan  Plateau.  The  leases  could  he  wold  to 
different  olVgav  produce**  Ixrt  only  one  operator  would  be  responsible  fie  lire  production 
The  drilling  would  be  limited  to  ridge  location*  where  rood*  are  established  New  mad 
construe  lion  would  he  limited  Under  the  DNR  proposal  surface  disturbance  would  hr 
limited  to  a  specific  area  and  expansion  treto  other  areas  would  be  contingent  upon 
reclamation, 

■  The  Tow  n  of  I'uachuic  Board  of  1'ruWecs  support*  the  largest  Watershed  Manay cmcnl  Area 
depleted  in  the  Alternative  111  mapptng.  The  Fad  Fort  of  Parachute  Creek  drainage  is 
critical  to  the  Town  of  Parachute’s  water  supply.  Added  sediments  from  erosion  due  to  any 
surface  disturbance  and  possible  contamination  from  c iiemical -bawd  dust  control  on  toads 
and  purposed  loads  mast  he  addressed. 


The  Town  of  Parachute  Hoard  of  1  ru sloes  supports  NSOs  (No  Surface  C kcupancy )  on  the 
sleep  slopes,  cliffs  ami  canyon*  This  in  conjunction  wiih  the  DNR  proposal,  the  Alternative 
III  Watershed  Area  and  the  Alternative  II  ACECs  would  best  provide  protection  to  the  East 
l*ork  drainage. 

The  Town  of  Parachute  Hoard  of  Trusiccs  defers  to  and  supports  the  wildlife  and  fisheries 
issue  comments  of  the  DOW'  (Division  of  Wildlife).  John  Brodnek.  DOW.  met  with  the 
Board  airly  on.  The  Board  shared  many  of  the  concerns  that  John  expressed  at  that  time. 
One  of  the  concern*  being  that  the  Planning  Area  Aw*  not  extend  and  contain  the  other 
drainage  areas  that  flow  into  Parachute  C reek . 

The  Tow  n  of  Parachute  Boaid  of  Trustee*  defers  to  and  supports  the  view*  from  Rifle  and 
Garfield  County  regarding  the  Hubbard  Mesa  area. 

The  Town  of  Parachute  Board  of  Trustees  supports  Garfield  County's  stance  on  the  J(jS 

Ruud 

The  Town  of  Parachute  Board  of  Trustees  white*  to  express  concerns  with  regard  to  impact 
form  utilizing  a  West  access  to  the  Roan  Plateau 

The  Town  of  Parachute  Board  of  Trustees  would  nol  support  maximum  drilling  fsclow  the 
nm*  wfuch  would  disrupt  the  entire  winter  range  for  the  wildlife  There  needs  to  he  a  balance 
to  prov  ide  for  current  and  future  need*  of  the  big  game  thal  summer  on  the  lop  of  the  Roan 

Plateau 


The  Town  of  Parachute  Booid  of  Trustees  supports 
1-miiunnwnUl  Concern)  reflected  in  the  Alternative  II 


ike  ACECs  (Area  of  Critical 
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September  7.  2005 


Mr.  Greg  Gusnicnuw .  Ruam  Plateau  Planning 
CJI«m'ood  Spring*  BLM 
J*U  0*>\  1009 

Glcnwuwd  Spring*.  CO  8IG02 


RL;  City  of  Rifle  Rutm  Plateau  Comment* 


Deal  Mr.  Guudcnow: 

Thu  fctfcr  is  K-mc  v%xiU«n  to  formally  submit  the  City  uf  Rifle's  management  eommcnb* 
and  preference*  in  regard*  to  the  current  dull  Re  suhovs  Management  Plan  A  me  mime  nl  and 
F4isin>nmenUl  Imp*.!  Statement  fur  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning:  Area < November  2tXMl. 

The  Oty  of  Rifle  it  in  opposition  to  any  otUgas  or  uthei  mineral  development  on  top  of 
the  Roan  Plateau,  h  it  the  City' %  poMlHKi  thal  Ihc  area  above  the  lira  of  the  Plateau  should  be 
reset  vex!  and  managed  for  significant  hhJutkal  uses.  which  include  recreation.  burning.  lIvcvKxk 
gra/mg.  ranching.  etc.  We  feel  no  plan  tan  make  such  use*  compatible  with  natural  ga* 
exploration,  Throughout  the  wed  it  has  been  well  documented  how  natural  gas  activities 
negatively  impact  those  wmts  w  wish  to  protest  ami  preserve,  uses  important  to  lissal  evurrretiy 
ami  culture. 

Below  ihc  Plateau  rim,  the  City  of  Rifle  rccrwnnrwmk  that  BLM  investigate  the  possibility 
at  using  a  divided  federal  unn  at  similar  mechanism,  its  reduce  the  number  of  operator  lhal  may 
have  access  »a,  and  will  therefore  impact,  lands  In  the  bottom  of  the  Plateau  Manning  Area.  All 
applications  in  permit  drilling  must  require  a  Geographic  Area  Plan  (GAP)  fhal  identifies  the 
kvcalion  of  ail  well  puds  and  supporting  infrastructure  and  facilities.  Mitigation  measures  for  any 
a/1  list  [sited  or  suspected  Impacts  anti  a  reclamation  plan  should  also  hr  required  as  part  of  all 
applications  to  permit  drilling  BLM  should  use  submitted  GAPs  bo  conduct  site  specific 
environmental  studies  within  the  areas  of  direct  or  indirect  impacts  las  those  areas  ore 
demonstrated  within  the  submitted  GAP)  On!)  if  a  drilling  plan  protects  all  stir  specific 
ens  ininmrnlal  concerns  should  any  permit  to  dull  he  approved 

Rl  \l  should  determine  the  sire  of  leases  below  (he  rim.  The  City  recommends,  however, 
thal  not  more  than  one  opera! nr  he  allowed  within  each  2,56fl-acre  section  To  the  extent 
possible,  BLM  should  llmil  disturbance  below  the  rim  in  a  consecutive  or  “HtdUnj"  type  manner 
Development  rates  should  be  regulated  sn  that  previously  disturbed  aivas  are  reclaimed  prior  to 


additional  disturbance  being  permuted  If  BI  .M  M  not  able  to  establish  a  federal  unit  hclow  the 
rim.  wherein  they  would  hast  mcNv  leverage  in  regulating  tl»c  role  of  purt-  lease  development. 
BLM  should  regulate  the  timing  of  leasing  to  ensure  lhal  wikilife  winter  range  is  not  being 
toosesetel)  im pastes!  by  simultaneous  activity  (nr  overlapping  activity  without  reclamation) 
below  the  rim.  The  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  should  be  consulted  to  determine  what  would 
he  considered  unacceptable  development  rales  in  terms  of  big  game  winter  range  Surface 
disturbances  should  be  located  according  to  a  I  rid- acre  spacing  policy  and  all  disturbances  w  itbtn 
each  1<54>  acre  area  should  be  limited  to  a  maximum  of  ID  acres. 

The  Oty  of  Rifle  recommend*  Bl  .M  review  ami  itpiliie  it*  current  leasing  policy  to  allow 
for  adjustment*  to  leasing  conditions  and  stipulation*  a*  monitoring  pmgres*e*  and  impact*  ore 
assessed.  BI.M  should  configure  its.  leasing  process  so  that,  if  needs  he.  leaves  may  he  updated 
andfur  altered  to  pieces  I  resource*  lhal  art-  not  being  protected  by  original  lease  stipulations.  II  a 
health  or  cm  ironmental  h.L/ard  is  discovered  in  the  future,  Rl  M  need*  to  have  the  ability  and 
authority  to  altvi  lease  condition*  and  stipulation*  lo  alleviate  such  hazard*  or  concerns  A  nm 
fluid  leasing  stiuctuic  and  policy  will  requite  active  and  frequent  monitoring  to  verify  whether 
current  leasing  conditions  and  stipulations  arc  effective  in  meeting  desired  objectives  and 
outcome*.  As  an  example,  should  it  become  demon vtiatexl  through  a  scientific  study  that  drilling 
activities  in  the  leave  areas  contribute  to  the  degradation  of  Wg  game  populations.  Ihc  Dl.M 
should  have  the  authority  to  alter  leading  pi  or  i  am*  lo  assist  State  wildlife  official*  with 
remedying  this  problem.  No  lease  holder  should  knowingly  be  pei nulled  to  have  a  regional  and 
statewide  impact  on  a  critical  biological  resource. 

Ihc  City  of  Rifle  Is  concerned  Liszt  the  BI.M  has  not  fully  evaluated  then  commitment 
and  responsibility  to  police  ac  tivity  that  w  ill  result  lmin  oil/gas  leaving  w  ithin  the  Kivan  Plateau 
Hanning  Area.  A*  the  agency  roponsibk  for  the  iwigf—rn  of  that  area,  the*  BLM  is  also 
responsible  for  ensuring  environmental  compliance  as  a  result  Ms  nuiugemenl  decision*  The 
City  of  Rifle  docs  not  believe  that  the  onus  to  verify  compliance  with  stated  objectives  and  plans 
lies  w  ith  (he  indusiryvk  wc*  -  those  efforts  should  be  handled  directly  by  the  BI.M  or  a  qualified 
subcontract*?*.  Ijcsscuk,  however,  should  be  required  lo  contribute  to  the  funding  of  a  BLM 
administered  monitoring  program.  Impact  fees  and  other  mechanisFir*  can  lie  u*cd  U>  collect 
required  funding  Cut  BI.M  lo  operate  an  ackquaie  monitoring  and  policing  program  -  Monitoring 
should  ensure  that  both  Leal  and  cumulative  impacts  to  various  resources  are  being  avoided  or 
rrutigaled  Us  a  level  of  minimal  impact  av  haved  on  ihc  profewusnal  judgment  «f  those 
performing  the  monitoring. 

The  BLM  also  needs  U»  account  for  cumulative  impact*  that  may  he  originating  from 
outside  the  Kivan  ll.ac.wi  planning  Area.  Activity  on  a  icy  tonal  or  si  ale  wide  level  can  affect 
certain  resources  King  considered  a*  a  part  of  this  process.  Mich  a*  wildlife,  and  BLM  *hotakl 
take  those  impact*  into  consideration  when  developing  (and/or  altering)  lease  conditions  and 
stipulation*  If  there  comet  a  time  whe  nlhc  (Yitarado  Division  of  Wikilife  believes  that  th*'  mule 
deer,  or  other.  population  is  at  a  cmts.il  thrcrimld  on  the  regional  or  statewide  level  ami 
pro*  t ices  within  the  I’b  nmng  Area  can  he  altered  to  assist  in  the  recovery  of  thtrec  populations. 
BLM  should  institute  a  policy  ol  allowing  such  consult  rations  to  be  mteg/aloil  into  current  ami 
tuturc  ikvelopmcnl  activity 


If  the  official  position  of  the  City  *1  Rifle  r>  not  integrated  into  the  final  Resource 
Management  Plait  Amendment  and  1  environmental  Impact  Statement,  the  City  urges  the  Bureau 
of  Laud  Management  to  include  the  following  in  any  aJopted  plan  cstafigutalion. 

1.  Ihe  butlutfl  ol  the  Plateau  Planning  Area  should  be  managed  as  indisafird  above. 

2.  On  lop  *if  the  Plateau: 

a.  The  entire  upper  plateau  should  lie  leaved  simultaneously  in  bkxkv  that  do  not  exceed 
the  statulnrily-imculated  acreage  maxirmim  (2.Vt0  acres  per  lease  max). 

b.  All  successful  lease  bidders  should  be  required  to  immediately  Join  Into  an  undivided 
federal  unit  wove* mg  all  34.758  federal  acre*  on  the  upper  plateau.  By  designating  the 
entire  lop  of  the  pLalcau  ax  a  single  undivided  federal  unit  tltcrc  will  be  one  upetalxx 
are),  os  such  one  vet  of  pipelines,  compressor  slaliorr*.  staging  gruundv.  etc. 

C  I  here  should  be  lev*  than  IT  total  surface  disturbance  a!  any  one  Mine  Performance 
Based  Management  should  he  stipulated  when  the  undivultd  federal  unit  is  formed 
Thetrtme.  the  designated  opetalur,  ami  all  lessees,  will  umletMand  that  before  new 
permit*  are  Issued  U  will  need  k>  be  demonstrated  that  the  total  allowed  surface 
disturbance  threshold  ha*  not  been  exceeded.  Contribution  requirements  to  fund 
moot t<*tng /policing  activity  should  he  stiflublod  when  the  federal  unit  is  created 
Thtvse  that  are  re*p«Tnsibfc  for  monitoring  (BLM  or  vuhconiraclor)  will  give  final 
apfwmal  before  any  further  surface  disturbance  Iv  allowed. 

All  surface  disturbing  activities  shoukl  he  counted  against  the  maximum  allowed 
surface  disturbance  thrcdmkf  P'.xpkuafory  wells  and  any  existing  mad*  used  for 
development  purpose*  should  he  inckidcd  a*  surface  disturbances  when  figuring  the 
“Ira*  than  IT  total  surface  disturbance"  calculation*. 

d.  Development  clove  %o  exisUng  rood*  should  be  encouraged  and  pipeline*  should  be 
included  within  luadbed*  tbutied)  wlieie  ixactival  IX'velupment  along  i  wig  dines  and 
ndjctopv  is  me  con*istent  with  the  Class  II  Visual  Resource  Management  *»hjective, 
which  the  City  Mqpporta  fur  much  of  the  top  uf  the  Plateau  liutcad.  the  City 
recommends  that  <levekf>meni  occurs  wirhm  coa*ecutive  "sections”,  proceeding  from 
the  north  to  the  south  tun  the  upper  plateau  The.  st/e  of  reelion*  should  he  determined 
by  Rl  M,  thisugh  a  typical  lease  section  of  2,$A0-acre«  may  be  an  appropriate  starling 
point  The  Cdty  recommend*  lhal  section*  he  me*  larger  than  2 , V<0- acre*  in  *»« 
Doclopment  activity  should  be  limited  to  no  more  than  twv>  consecutive  aectiotw  in 
any  one  year. 

Limiting  development  lo  geographic  sections,  instead  of  simply  limiting  development 
to  a  linear  pattern,  will  prevent  potential  scenarios  such  as  a  train  of  rigs  or  wells 
along  the  rim  uf  the  upper  plateau. 

«.  All  NSO,  CSU,  Af'K',  VRM,  and  other  surface  stipulation*  and  protections  must  he 
honored  ai  all  limes.  Absolutely  no  waiver,  exseptluns,  etc  should  he  granted  to  Ihc 
stipulation*  outlined  In  the  management  plan. 

f  Surface  well  pa*!  spacing  should  he  no  clover  than  I  fiO- ■  acres. 

g.  All  applisationv  tu  pemut  dklUing  utufi  the  plateau  must  also  require  a  Geographic 
Area  Plan  (GAP)  that  identifies  ihc  location  of  all  well  pad*  and  supporting 
infrastructure  and  facilities  Mitigation  measures  for  any  anticipated  or  suspected 


impact*  and  a  reclamation  plan  should  he  required  a*  pan  of  ail  application*  to  permit 
drilling  BI.M  vhwild  u*e  submitted  OAF*  to  conduct  rite  specific  environmental 
Modus  within  tbs*  aiwas  uf  direst  ut  indirect  impact*  la.*  those  area*  are  denwHistxatcd 
within  the  submitted  GAP).  Only  if  j  dulling  plan  piotccts  alt  site  specific 
cnvirviAfitctMal  c*mccrw*  shotdd  any  permit  Ui  drill  he  approved 

Atidihitoal  comment*  from  the  Rifle  City  Council  include: 

1.  Organic  duvl  supptvssiun  agents  should  be  used  in  all  rt>od  maintenance  and  dust 
Mipprrarion  operation*  where  such  agents  are  required. 

2.  The  City  of  Rifle  favors  the  Moderate  Risk  Fish  Hahtlal  NSO  over  the  High  Risk  Fish 
Habitat  NSO. 

3.  The  KJS  Trail  i\*ad  shook!  be  maintained  and  managed  as  a  recreational  and  jgikultuta! 
road  only.  Oil/Gac  lessees,  their  employees,  and  all  whuabaitot*  shall  be  required  to  use 
olher  fswnts  «vf  access  u»  the  upper  plateau 

4.  The  Hublvaid  Mesa  area  should  lie  de*tgixjlc*l  as  a  Special  Recreation  Management  Area 
(SR VIA)  with  a  NSO  rle*ignati*m  for  recreational  imotiiri/ed  and  non- m»*» wired)  u*c  ll  is 
recommended  that  a  Hubhnl  Mesa  subcommittee  be  establkhecl  to  determine  those  areas 
within  the  SRMA  that  are  appropriate  for  rccreatiivnal  activities  anal  to  develop  an  internal 
5RMA  transporiarion  system.  The  Hubbard  Mesa  currently  provides  unique  racreofioral 
opporttuttticv  foe  ofl-haghway  vehicle  tran spoliation  and  is  easily  accessible  from  (he  City 
*>f  Rifle.  The  reel vatiiMiui  activities  w  ithtn  Uw  oiv. i  arc  unique  based  on  their  proximity  lu 
an  urbam/sd  aiva  and  Ihe  type  of  activity  offered. 

5.  Any  produced  maps  for  the  Planning  Area  and/of  the  Hubbard  Mesa  SKMA  *houk!  be 
locally  oriented  and  pronv^ed. 

h.  The  City  at  Rifle  believes  that  a  designation  of  "Administrative  Access”  i*  oppnvpnatc  for 
new  mads  u*cd  pn manly  hy  die  oil/gas  industry 

7  Rood*  tku  currently  pose  a  puhlk  danger  or  lhal  are  negalively  impacting  vkpes.  stream*, 
etc  should  he  *  loses!  and  rcvlaimod. 

R.  New  mads  rim* i Id  only  be  albiwcd  tf  they  improve  the  general  UanqxMlalK.n  system  on  top 
of  the  plateau  Old  or  less  tie  suable  road*  shoukl  he  remose*l  and  reclaimerl  a*  any  new 
nvwl*  are  dcveUipnl  The  City  support*  a  pwition  thal  ihe  total  number  of  mod  mile*  on  the 
upper  pLileau  should  he  kept  constant  There  ritould  be  no  net  change  in  the  number  of 
mile*  atop  the  plateau  A  similar  “no  net  change”  position  is  held  for  the  bottom  of  the 
plateau  Road  miles  may  not  be  transferred  between  the  bottom  and  the  top  of  the  plateau. 

9  Timing  limitation  restrictions  should  he  hoses!  primarily  on  the  anticipated  impact  of  on 
activity,  vehicle,  etc.  Mure  intense  activities  and  larger  vehicles  should  hr  restricted  in 
thore  area*  that  are  designated  a*  having  timing  linutattons  during  period*  of  protection. 

10.  The  City  of  Rifle's  pteferrod/devirexl  smfoce  stipulations  arc  rwtlirwxl  in  Tal>le  2  I  under 
the  Section  'Oil  anil  Gas  leasing  and  f Vvdopmcni”.  Subse* lions  “Nti  Surface 
Occupancy”,  "Controlled  Surface  Use”,  ^id  'Timing  I .imitattoa**’ 
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1 1  NSO  designations  dvHild  be  applied  with  no  exception*.  variances,  or  waivers  except  when 
an  activity  will  he  lew  than  "oc  acre  in  and  will  be  reclaimed  within  one  year  In 
which  case  *uch  designation*  do  nut  apply. 

12  The  City  of  Klllc  support*  the  ACHC  uHOpirjIMi  a*  ciiirently  shown  In  BLM'x 
Alternative  II  (Map  1 1.  The  Cily  supports  the  number,  sue.  and  configuration  of  the  Areas 
of  L  ftltcaJ  Eiwiiunmenlal  Concern  shown  in  thal  alt  email's .  The  City's  pref cried 
manage rrx.nl  oi  those  areas,  however,  is  outlined  in  Table  2*2 

I.',  The  City's  outline  he  management  of  the  various  resources  contained  within  the  Koan 
Plateau  Planning  Area  is  contained  in  Table  2  I  there  are  additional  resources  1K11  the 
City  feel*  are  m*' 'riant  Isil  llul  lute  no)  been  listed  in  ihe  City's  Table  2-1  because  the 
City  dors  mt  feel  that  it  ha*  adexfuate  knowledge  or  expertise  In  submit  a  comment  in 
regards  to  those  reeoun.es  Ihe  City  is  relying  on  other  Cooperating  Agencies  to  comment 
cm  resources  that  more  accurately  fall  under  their  areas  of  expertise  Please  keep  in  mi  mi 
l hat  many  of  the  objective*  stated  in  Table  2-  I  arc  nor  the  City's  preferred  objective*  -  hut 
rather  those  objectives  that  ihe  Cny  insists  he  included  in  the  plan  if  BI.M  chooses  not  m 
respect  Ihe  C ily's  pavilion  that  no  drilling  occur  on  lop  of  ihe  plateau 

14  Additional  language  and  narration  should  he  included  in  the  Resource  Management  Plan 
Amendment  .ind  Environmental  Impact  Statcnh.ni  in  icgaivk  lt>  oil  shale  The  City  of  Rifle 
helrcscs  Ihjt  It  Is  very  possible  that  oil  shale  will  he  a  desired  resource  within  Ihe  Planning 
Area  during  the  lifespan  of  the  current  document  To  ihe  extern  possible,  RI.M  should 
account  bar  that  resource  being  introduced  Into  the  final  scenario  and  plan  developed  as  a 
result  of  this  process 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  provide  these  comment*.  The  City  of  Rifle  hopes  BI.M 
will  take  into  serious  consideration  the  position  outlined  and  stated  herein 

Sincerely . 

Rlllc  City  Council 


Keilh  I  .  amber  t.  Mjsh 


or.  par 


1  mphasl/s-  natural  processes  to  rehabilitate  of  restore  natural  vegetative 
soituiiuiMlies  following  wiUHjcnJ  fires  oi  other  suifase  disturbing 
activities.  Where  seeding  is  needed  to  protect  will,  water,  and  vegetation 
resources,  utilise  seed  mixtures  containing  forage -producing.  native,  and 
species  preferred  by  w  ildlife 

Maintain  or  improve  the*  ecological  condition  and  iniegnty  of  nalise 
aands  of  aspen.  mountain  dirubs,  grasslands,  cunifrtv.  Utilize  natural 
processes  where  practicable 

Defer  grazing  u*c  f«»  2  ycjtv  following  wildfire  andAi  prescribed  fire,  ex 
until  monitoring  data  or  professional  judgment  irv.tu.Mr  thal  desired 
vegetative  cover,  composition  ami  mot  reserves,  and  lilicr  .kv  urmil.it  nm 
have  recovered  In  levels  adequate  to  vupfxrt  and  protect  watershed  valors 
and  vegetative  objectives 

Emphasize  natural  values  and  processes  a*vx ialcd  with  the  diverse 
composition  and  structure  of  native  vegetation.  Improve  ecological 
.i  Midi  lion  and  increase  forage  production  where  feasible  through 
development  and  implementation  of  economically  feasible  paying 
systems  and  range  impro'vcincnlv 

Ripajuan/W  lil  and 
COMMIMTKS 

•rrc  -  frvycr 
liMtxwtar  <  mIMmi 

Manage  npaitan  communities  to  achieve  or  exceed  CK'  while  attaining 
potential  natural  condition  uc  a  late  serai  plant  community  stage. 
Concentrate  on  achieving  diverse  native  species  composition  and 
productivity 

The  stipulations  developed  in  ihe  1999  Oil  and  Gn»  PSE1S  would  be 
earned  forward  and  extended  to  those  streams  and  associated  rifurian 
arras  above  the  run 

Authorize  only  those  uses  nr  activities  that  result  in  no  negative  impacts 
idwcci  nr  indirect )  on  npanan/vretland  systems,  and  do  nol  impair  ihetr 
abiitly  to  achieve  or  exceed  PEC. 

Riparian  restoration  project*  should  he  initiated  within  those  systems  that 
have  been  identified  as  f unci  toning  ai  a  level  below  PFC  or  below  late 
serai  stage  plant  ommufMly 

Implement  grazing  systems  and  exclusions  on  »ip»n  arc' well  and  areas  that 
will  result  in  achieving  or  exceeding  11  <* 

Close  and  reclaim,  relocating  where  possible  nwtes  that  art  negatively 
impacting  the  stream  and/or  riparian  zones.  New  routes  should  be 
established  outside  of  the  riparian  zone  or  must  meet  the  objective*  lor 
maintaining  riparian,  fishery  amt  watershed  conditions. 

NuXKJt  5  wi  1JIN 

Emphasize  prevention.  Inventory,  detection  and  monitoring  and  project 
actlonv  a»  pari  of  an  integrated  weed  management  program  (which 
include*  mechanical,  biological,  and  chemical  control  techniques! 
Promote  natural  prucewev  and  healthy  native  plant  communities  to  detci 
noxious  weeds  Continue  and  ex  pain  1  public  education 

TABLE  2-1 


I.Wmi.M  .VX.KMKM  MW-.  LWTMngl t' 

Emphasize  landscape  management.  visual  aesthetic v.  nainiaJ  values,  wilderness  character, 
css  logical  features,  and  ecological  iivhnov  Encourage  noncuiwumpTivs  rv~*ouiie  uses,  wbile 
alhmim;  for  limited  consumptive  resource  use* 

1  rnphasizc  highest  n  a  rural  values  through  extension  of  current  Uipuhlvon*.  admintclr  alive.  and 
legislative  designations. 

Designate  four  A(K\  (Anvil  (Mints.  Magpie  (iukh.  luvl  fork  Parachute  Creek,  and 

T rapper /% el hw aid  Creek), 

Protect  important  ecological  values  outside  ACTA  *  through  site- specific  mitigation. 

I.VNO  IlKtl.THSrtMMMM 

Implement  oppropriole  management  actions  that  result  in  mexting  all  land  ilcaiih  Standard*  with 
emphasis  on  natural  pence* *e* 

bO  VLS.OWtX'l  fXhS.  AM)  CONSTRAINTS  tl\  KIMHKOl 

Okuckwai 

RfMH  WIN 

Protect  and  preserve  Ihe  scientific  and  historic  values  of  the  Anvil  Prant* 

clay  done  cave  and  karst  system  Allow  no  physical  disturbance  to  the 
cavc  or  karat  system  sworn  ruling  the  cave.  ResUkl  jclivilics  that  could 
cause  direct  or  indirect  impact*  such  a*  coUa|vsc  or  drwatcrine 

PxirONTOtOlIKAl 

Rtsnt  nets 

Require  paleontological  clearanees/mtligation  prior  to  surface  disturbance 
in  Condition  1  and  some  Corut  Hum  2  areas.  Significant  resources  should 
be  avoided  or  recovered  through  the  juihtxi/atton  process. 

IVotecl  Sharrard  Park  paleontological  resources  through  SSR/CSl 
stipulation, 

Soil  Rlm*  win 

Manage  to  meet  or  exceed  Land  Health  Standards  fee  soil*  on  a  watershed 
scale. 

Stipulated*  developed  in  the  IVW  Oil  and  Out  ESfctS  (described  below  > 
should  be  applied  to  steep  slope*  and  erosive  toils  throughout  the 
Hanning  Area,  higher  *tandaid*  of  millgatu*n  may  apply,  and  more  areas 
JtnuM  tv  managed  U*  surpass  the  1  and  Health  Staruiank  for  soils.  Natural 
pnxcvto  should  be  emphasized 

Stipulation*  developed  in  the  1999  Oil  and  <ia*  HSUS  include  NOOfNSO 
on  slupev  greater  livan  StXt  to  inaitiUun  vile  Mabrlilv  and  vite  pioductivity. 
NNKA  NL  on  erosive  soil*  and  skipev  greater  than  •fM 

WAftHQtAUIY 

Meet  or  exceed  all  applicable  federal  and  Stale  water  quality  vlJiklad*. 
refv  iog  am  natural  piiceswu 

AIR  Ql  XU  I  V 

implement  monitoring  and  mitigation  measure*  required  to  meet  or 
exceed  all  applicable  1  cdcral  and  Startc  air  quality  regulatton*  and  any 
other  applicable  kval  standards. 

OUWJtAL 

Blxjlcocal 

Vau*x 

IVrUcct  ecological  value*  and  processes  and  biological  diversity  by 
designating  four  ACHC*.  managing  areas  for  wilderness  vhaiactcr  and 
WSR  eligibility,  designing  and  tniplcmeming  managcmrtil  prescriptions 
that  limit  surface  divtuibunce.  irnpleinenling  site-specific  nutigoliun.  and 
limiting  m  nittigallng  eflcxls  of  allowed  dislurixonccv. 

RKiCiAW  A  Nil 

Ml 

IrjtmxTTUM 

Wnntnr 

Maintain  or  enhance  hahttols  capable  of  sustaining  at  least  Ihe  current 
land  lull**  -  o>  (he  objective*  change  1  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife 
l('iX>W)  iTjecttvcs  fir  male  deer  populate mw  1‘rovide  habitat  capuMr  of 
sustaining  ocher  *peocc  to  CDOW  objectives  for  those  specie*  a*  wdl. 

Provide  wildlife  sccluvion  through  ACIT’  designation  and  special 
nuusigcment  to  protest  unfiagmcnlcd  kkbrtai  Allow  n*>  king  term  (greater 
than  two  growing  season* >  ground  divluthing  activities  in  unloaded 
habnot  below  the  nm.  Minimize  lose  of  habitat  connectivity  and 
displacement  of  uikilit'c  through  management  actions  such  as  (1) 
applying  travel  rcstiktluns  on  new  routes  within  wildlife  scxluvton  areas, 
and  )2f  clustering  disturbance*  no  they  do  not  create  fragmentation  or  lew* 
of  more  than  a  lCRf  contiguous  block  of  unroaded  wildlife  habitat  below 
the  rim. 

Accomplish  habitat  management  largely  via  natural  pnx esses  within 
special  designations.  Initiate  manapment  actk*ns  to  enhance  habitat 
where  praclkal. 

A|ipl>  a  w Intel  11.  to  protect  btg  game  winter  range  from  LVeember  1 
through  April  M)  bek»w  the  rim. 

R-J-IORS 

In  acccedoncc  with  the  Migratory  Bud  Treaty  Act  and  the  Bald  and 
Iwlden  Eagle  Act.  protest  roptsa  nest*  and  noting  laptoiv  from  human 
disturbances  k>  avoid  dotiuction  ut  abandonment  of  the  nest  or  reduction 
in  nesting  productivity 

The  NGD/NSO  and  Tl.  slipwlatitHw  Kknitfied  in  the  1999  Oil  and  On* 

I  SMS  shmi Id  applv  lhrough>mt  the  llanninj  Area 

Age  Am  WiLDUt  t 

Riotecl  ami  enhance  ftchcry  and  other  aquatic  species  habitat  Restore 
hahitatx  imfcin.uil  to  (  ok* ado  River  cutihniut  trout  and  tMber  native  fish. 

.i MvsisteM  with  the  objectives  of  special  management  deugnattnne 
Aquatk  habitat  condition  should  be  determined  more  by  natural 
processes. 

smut  si  mis 

Pi  AVT5  AND 

Sk.niik  Avi  Plant 

CtlMMt  NTTV.X 

Manage  listed,  proposed,  or  candidate  threatened  or  endangered  specie*  to 

comply  with  the  pnnnam  of  the  EndangcrexJ  Specie*  Act  (KSAt. 
Manage  spec  LI  statu*  plants  and  BI.M  recognized  significant  plant 
communities  consistent  with  the  Colorado  Standaixk  fxir  Public  land 
Health  and  wnh  BI  .M  policy  on  Special  Statue  Species  Management 
IBLM  Manual  WUCi)  which  directs  BLM  to  prevent  the  need  for  listing  uf 
proposed,  candidate  and  sensitive  species  under  die  ESA  and  improve  the 

somlilKMi  of  special  statu*  specie*  and  ihcii  liobiULs  to  a  point  where  then 
special  statu*  rcsognilton  is  no  longer  warranted 

Designate  fotr  ACEC*  and  provide  special  management  attention  to 
preserve,  restore,  and  enhance  known/potcnlial  special  status  plant  and 
Mpilfkjnl  plant  corniiuiniiy  habitat  and  ecological  processes. 

Avvttd  ground  -  disturbing  activities  in  occupied  and  high-rick  habitat  f*u 
special  statu*  plant*,  significant  plant  communities,  and  hi«h-rvd.  plant 
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habitat  Some  lUthirKuiccv  may  he  allowed  in  potential  huh  ilk  and 
ecological  Iml  relocation  or  mitigation  raw*!  lx*  rmjuiivd  lu 

minimize  impact* 

Protect  amt  maintain  the  immediately  adjacent  hydrologic  and  ecological 
processes  that  support  rare  plants  and  significant  plant  communities 
Allow  only  activities  Ihul  wvtulri  not  disturb,  alter,  nr  mtemipt  the 
hydrologic  or  ecological  processes  within  habitat  identified  as  moderate 
ink  plant  habitat  Mitigation  or  relocation  of  activities  beyond  200  metnv 
may  he  required 

Within  the  high  value  watershed.  sprvi.il  mitigation  or  relocation  id 
activities  beyond  2<K>  meters  may  he  inquired  1  uiu»  condition*  would  hr 
delcinilned  largely  hy  natural  pmcessev.  Revcgetalc  any  al lowest  cuifocv 
disturbance  using  kvally  adapted  native  species 

Maintain  the  significant  riparian  plant  communities  in  nikJ-  to  lotc-vcul 
Oage  to  maintain  current  ecological  values. 

Prohibit  colkxiton  of  rare  plants  in  plant  puitv.  except  for  scicnUfic 
research 

SrttiAt  Suns 

Pish  AvnWnniiT. 
Sifrnx 

Manage  the  Rig  River  FWkv  t  Colorado  plkcmJnnow.  runuriMtk  socket. 

honytail  chuh,  humpback  chub),  and  hsld  eagle  in  accordance  with 
existing  recovery  plans  ami  consultation*  completed  with  the  USf-WS 
Manage  special  status  fish  and  wildlife  consistent  with  ihc  Colorado 
.Standards  for  Public  l-4t»d  Health 

Implement  the  strategy  outlined  In  the  "Converxatiori  Agreement  and 
Strategy  for  Colorado  River  Ciinhroai  Trout’*  in  the  Stales  of  Colorado, 
Utah,  and  Wyoming. 

Designate  four  ACFCs  and  provide  special  management  attention  to 
protect,  preserve,  restore,  ami  enhance  special  status  fish  and  wildtifc 
specics  and  their  habitat*  ACfcC  management  prescriptions  are  presented 

m  Table  2-2. 

Protect  Colorado  Riser  cutthroat  trout  hum  dlres.1  and  indirect  impacts. 
Allow  no  low  i*  tic  graci.it  ton  of  high  or  mcNiorolc  risk  habitat  and  no  long 
term  pound  disturbing  activities  in  the  remainder  of  watershed* 
supporting  Colorado  River  ckiilhroat  Imut 

Manage  livestock  glaring  vo  thji  slrcamhank  damage  along  occupied 
cutthroat  trout  streams  docs  not  exceed  UHI  orf  the  stream  length 

Protest  and  maintain  h.ihtlof  tot  sensitive  bat  species  at  the  Anvil  Point* 
cave  Disturbance  to  hahn.it  would  he  nut ig.it cd  or  relocated  more  than 
3(1)  meter*. 

Allow  nalural  processes  lo  have  significant  influence  on  future  conditions 
of  special  status  species  and  their  hahtlal*  Manage  habitat  conditions 
sficciflc  to  the  requirement*  uf  individual  specie*  ami  hwut*  on  needed 

mitigation 

Vis. m  Kisomris 

Kevin* lions  based  on  visual  resource  management  (VRM)  would  me 

apply  to  the  existing  utility  corridor*. 

Allow  only  limited  changes  and  retain  the  visual  value*  in  area*  with  high 
visual  sensitivity,  high  scenic  quality,  or  relevant  and  import  art  resource 
values  lo  maintain  a  natuial  appearing  landsc apc. 

|jnpha.*i/c  protection  and/or  mitigation  for  those  lands  that  receive  the 
greatest  amount  of  public  viewing  within  the  1-70  and  SH-13  view  sheds 
Design  all  developments.  land  alter  aliom.  ami  vegetative  inanipulalUms 
within  the  k70  and  SB* IT  vtcwshcxh  to  limit  visual  impacts. 

Visual  resources  and  sensitive  vtewshed*  within  the  k?l),  SM  13,  and 
County  Rd.  215  corridors,  and  within  Has!  Fork  Parachute  Crock  Canyon, 
should  lie  protected  All  developments,  land  alteration*,  and  vegetative 
manipulation*  should  he  designed  lo  avoid  or  minimize  visual  impact* 

An  NOIVNSO  stipulation  should  he  applied  lo  surface  dtslurhaiwe*  on 
slopes  steeper  than  MPt  wilh  high  vrsuaJ  sensitivity  in  the  k7t>and  SH  IT 
view  sheds. 

Special  measures  should  Iv  required  Ur  retain  the  overall  landscape 
characlci  m  VRM  Class  II  aiva*  by  SSR/CSUs  stipulation*. 

lands  managed  a*  VRM  Claw  III  will  partially  retain  the  existing 
characteristic  landscape  through  the  use  of  special  mitigation  measure* 
The  level  of  change  in  tlx  landscape  due  lo  management  asti*  itie*  may  Iv 
moderate  to  evident 

land*  managed  a*  VRM  Class  IV  will  allow  for  high  Icvdi  of 

modification  in  the  landscape. 

(  lass  V  areas  will  he  managed  under  the  VRM  ('lass  objective*  adjacent 
to  the  disturbance 

VRM  rtoccc*  hy  acre: 

•  Claes  |:  92> 

•  01a**  II  4X.752 

•  Class  III  15.363 
•Class IV  M30 

•  Uav*  V  (> 

t’rhM 

12  acre* 

Cktsi  t:  Preservation  of  ex hting  character  of  the  lanUuqpe  ( Typkalh 
rrw/u  »n  NGrVHSO  utth  very  limited  exceptions,  f 

925  acre*  (associated  with  waterfall  ami  canyon) 

Clast  11:  Retention  of  emitting  rhtiracter  of  the  Lirulu  stpe  Ijnel  of 
« dlvvvuMe  i  hinge  is  tow.  (Tspkalh  results  m  NVDfflSO  or  SSR/C5V. 

rn  kiirkitton  *uul  mm  cation  nyufmt  t 

4IL752  acres 

Cite  ///.*  ln<\  of  change  to  the  characteristic  hmJscape  can  he 
moderate.  f/tet  UwuiHon  and  muigatton  raqwcvtl) 
l5.5ftl  acre* 

(  las*  fVt  Level  of  change  to  the  rhimrtentiir  ipe  con  he  high 

f  Reclamation  and  mitigation  required,  f 

K.330  acre* 

Clflii  Vt  Ketmntiing  dnturhed  area*,  after  ret  Imirfh  atton  after  recfuued 
recktnuMon  and  mtltgatkon. 

0  acre* 

Ir  vxspoitrATioN  \m»  Travel  Mlnaciwint 

axea  Rfcvntimotes 

rrovuie  for  nnmmolnnxcd.  mcchanlred.  and  motorized  travel  a* 

opportunities  allow  limit  nff-nxad  vehicle  use  lo  preserve  and  protest 
wilderness  cfiara*1«i*lk>. 

Provide  for  responsible  use  by  limiting  travel  to  designated  route*  *w  areas 
ihnwighoul  the  Planning  Area,  except  within  the  Hubbard  Mesa  SKMA 
where  travel  management  dcetsiurH  will  he  mode  hy  a  futiue 
suheoraunHtee  and  except  for  over-snow  travel  hy  snow  mobile 

1  stahlish  a  special  fluhhaid  Mevt  Subcommittee  to  tie fuie/rc fine  use 
characteristic*  within  the  Huhhaid  Mesa  SRMA 

(tpen  to  r  mss-ciww/zT  trmet  0  acre*  (over  snow  travel  open  on  W»,9  M 
acre*)  except  fnr  a  potential  2,460  acre  are  w  ithin  Ihe  HuhKud  Mew 
SRMA.  Appiupriateneu.  «»f  owes  country  Uavel  within  the  Hublxud  Mesa 
SRMA  to  he  determined  through  a  nunagemem  plan  fcn  he  ikvekoped  hy  a 
Hubbard  Mesa  Subcommittee 

limited  to  dnigotUexl  mutex  64.474  acres  (esc tusk*  llubhaid  Mesa 
which  will  he  managed  according  to  a  manage  me  nl  plan  developed 
specifically  fur  the  SKMA*. 

A*  oil  and  ga*  or  ocher  deseUvpmerM  occurs,  travel  in  area*  (other  than  ihc 
SRMAl  that  are  affcvtcd  hy  oil  and  gas  development  may  he  1  Unites  1 
lestrk'tcxJ.  ur  clcned  to  resrvlve  conflict*,  pmvide  few  public  safely,  and 
provide  fur  orderly  oil  and  gas  operoiiom  unless  such  lestrkltun*  or 
ckwures  would  interfere  with  traditional  and  hkMurkal  uses  of  the 
Hanning  Area  ait  which  lime  any  potentially  limiting  action*  would  need 
to  be  closely  analyzed  against  either  uianageitwnt  uhyective*.  New  wulv* 
assoc:  iafed  with  oil  and  gas  or  other  use*  would  he  designated 
administrative  nocaM  only,  unless  stxcxifk.  ohycxtlvcs  fin  other  resources 
(c.g.  recreotk-uvil  travel  rnutc*  or  access  to  recreational  site*)  rue  present 
that  warrant  other  designation* 

Ronr.t 

Closed  routes  will  be  rc-habiliiaterf  and  may  he  rksignated/managed  hvi 

foot  and  htirvr  uavel. 

recUttnation  atui  mttl  cation  required  1 

4X.752  acres 

CfeXi>  lilt  larel  of  change  to  the  clhiroc  ten  site  landscape  <sun  he 
moderate.  iRechtmatum  and  mitigation  required. ) 

1 5.363  acres 

('fax*  Wr  tewi  of  change  to  the  characteristic  landscape  can  he  high 
i  Reclamation  and  milt gitlion  required.) 

K.330  acres 

C  lass  Vi  Remaining  Jtsturi'rd  areas,  after  r«v  Utsstfn  alum  after  requited 
reektnuition  tin d  mitigation 

0  acres 

Transport atk>n  ami  Travel  M anaglviest 

Alti  A  R»HtKTItW<i 

IWidc  for  nor*  motorized,  mechanized,  and  motorized  travel  a* 

iipportumiic*  allow  1  imii  off- road  vehicle  uce  ui  preserve  aisf  protect 
w  ilderness  sharaclerlslks. 

fiovkU-  for  re*p  inoNc  use  hy  limiting  navel  to  designated  routes  or  area* 
ilir»«ighoul  the  Planning  Area,  except  within  Lhc  Hubbard  Mesa  SRMA 
where  travel  management  deck  inn*  will  he  mode  by  a  future 
oihcofTuniiree  and  except  fnr  nver-cnnw  travel  hy  snowmobile 

1  si.dvlish  a  special  Huhhard  Mesa  Subcommittee  lo  rlcrine/reline  u*c 
charocleristk*  within  the  Hubbard  Mesa  SRMA 

Open  to  crtMt-cimirtiy  travel  0  acre*  (over  snow  travel  open  on  66. 9 M 
acres)  except  for  a  potential  2,46(1  acre  are  within  Ihc-  Huhhaid  Mevi 
SRMA.  AppiopriateneK*  of  uxx*  country  travel  within  the  Hubhaid  Mesa 
SRMA  lo  be  determined  through  a  management  plan  to  he  dcvclnpcd  hy  a 
fluhhird  Mcvi  Subcommittee 

limited  to  designated  mutes  64,474  acre*  (exclude*  llubhanl  Mesa 
which  will  hr  managed  occording  to  a  nunagenteiM  plan  developed 
spec  d  ie  ally  for  the  SK  MA)l 

A*  oil  and  ga*  or  other  deveUvpmenl  txcurv  travel  in  area*  (other  th.m  the 
SRMA)  ihol  ate  afTcvtcd  by  oil  and  ga.*  dcsclufirncnt  may  he  limited 
lecuiclcxl.  or  duceri  t*»  revolve  conflicts,  provide  fur  public  safety,  and 
prxnUic  fur  orderly  oil  and  gas  operotKurs  unless  such  restriction*  or 
cluMirr*  would  interfere  with  U  adit  tonal  and  hhtorKal  use*  ol  the 
Hanning  Area  at  which  time  any  potcnliaily  limiting  actions  would  need 
lu  be  cluvely  analyzed  against  other  ruanageinenl  uhteclisc*.  New  rvtule* 
assoc  taled  with  otl  anti  go*  or  other  use*  would  he  rlesignaled 
udmlnhtralisT  nxcvi  rvnly.  unless  s|xxifk  ohjcxtivcv  for  other  resources 
leg.  recreational  travel  ir.vulcs  or  act  os  to  rxxrcalional  site*)  aiv  prevent 
(hot  warrant  other  designation*. 

Rrx  TT.\ 

Closed  route*  will  he  ivhahriitaied  and  may  he  ilecignais-xl/managed  for 

foot  and  horse  travel 
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Uur  a  combanaticiri  of  administrative  sntirtionx  (such  »  u'jkmi  of  use  revision*,  livestock 
exclusion,  and  Mocking  level  adjustments)  and  rangeland  project*  (fences.  pond*,  dc.  K>  direct 
livestock  u*c)  k)  (Tied  resource  objective  while  making  significant  progress  toward*  meeting 
Land  Health  Standard*. 

Abandon  and  rehabilitate  project*  (hat  «i»  nr  function  lo  maintain  resource  value*  and  meet 
management  <4njcc(lvev 

fowhici  high-  intensity  monitoring  on  allotment*  ancnil  by  allotment  management  plan*  and  on 
allotment*  v. ilh  management  action*  to  make  progress  toward  meeting  land  Health  Stand o/d* 
Conduct  tow- Intensity  tnonltoting  on  remaining  aHuOncnb.  lo  ensure  compliance  with 
authorization  and  maintain  current  condition*. 


Develop  allotment  management  plan*  for  unit*  that  do  not  meet  standards  in'  have  Identified 
conflicts  with  wildlife,  watershed,  w  ctlamKriporian.  botanical,  ot  w iltlctncsv  value*. 


on  I'lK.isi.nsiM.  wiOnuumm 

PRCTTTCnON  or 

TMRfATTNTD. 
ENDANGERED  OR 

Spktai  Status 
Sums 

In  addition  tv  standard  stipulation),  all  land*  made  available  few  lease  will 
have  a  special  stipulation  a*  follows:  The  leave  area  may  now  or 
subsequently  contain  threatened,  endangered,  nr  other  special  *1a1u* 
specie*  of  plants  or  animal*  or  their  habit* v  BI.M  may  treontmend 
modification*  to  exploration  and  dcvciopnicnl  proptwof*  to  further  il* 
conservation  and  management  objective  In  avoid  RI  AI- approved  activity 
that  will  contribute  to  a  need  to  ti*1  such  speck*  or  their  habitat  under  the 
Indangcred  Specie*  Act  IF..SA >,  a*  amended  (16  tl.S.C  1531  el  veq.) 
BI.M  may  require  modification*  to  or  disapprove  proposed  activity  that  i* 
likely  to  re  will  in  jeopardy  lo  the  continued  existence  of  a  proposed  or 
listed  threatened  or  endangered  specie*  or  result  in  the  destruction  or 
advetce  ircudifk  allon  of  a  designated  or  proymsed  critical  habitat.  BLM 
will  not  approve  any  ground -diuuibing  activity  thai  may  affect  any  such 
specie*  or  critical  habitai  until  il  complete*  il*  obligation*  under 
applicable  requirements  of  the  FSA,  including  any  required  procedure  for 
conference  or  coroultation 

Am.VSHlK 

Hxn  ORATION  AND 
DevuxtrMLvt 

lhe  TQS  Koatf*  (Garfield  C'R  242)  i*  n*ii  suitable  a*  a  mam  access  tar  oil 

and  ujs  lcv*cv*  (including  all  subcontract***  and  cn«iloycc*k  oil  and  ga* 
shilling  equipment,  and  other  long  or  heavy  equipment  due  to  grade*  and 
switchhack*.  Access  h>  the  top  of  the  plateau  by  lessee*  and  their 
subcontractor*.  and  employees  must  he  by  olher  route*,  which  may  include 
access  asiosv  private  land*  from  the  wxrvt  or  via  public  access  on  T’i» 
Creek  Road*  (Rio  Blanco  CR  5  and  Garfield  CR  249 j  from  the  north.  In 
Rip  Blanco  County.  Cow  Creek  Rood  provides  jiuhlis,  avee**  either  across 
RI.M  land  or  through  easement*  across  private  land*  and  iv  not  a  01  .M 
road. 

I  FASIVi  ANT> 

PntumiMi 

ft!  VI  will  issue  oil  and  ga*  leave*  and  provide  for  environmentally  sound 
development  such  a*  upgrading  existing  mad*  and  coastruciing  well  sitev 
new  road*.  and  associated  facilities  for  development  of  new  or  existing  oil 
and  go*  low*. 

Suit  ace  spacing  density  wilt  he  limited  to  one  well  pod  per  160  acre*,  Tide 

TU: . 

may  he  in  the  form  of  condition*  of  approval,  will  be  developed  through 
the  impact  analysts  proves*. 

1. TOKO  acre*  {!?,&*  | 

Airivsm  KNMKONMt.vrAi.  (  I>\t  HIM  A<  >.('»&  \\  l  KUSH  111  M  (MU.vtM  ARKaniWMA) 

Designate  four  ACECs  when-  special  management  is  applied  to  protect  and  prevent  irreparable 
damage  in  relevant  and  important  scenic,  fisheries,  w  ildlife,  anti  botanic al/ccological  value* 


Risk  of  impcKt*  to  the**-  significant  value*  would  he  minimized  through  management 
prescription*  on  36.  IK4  acres. 

Magpie  Gulch:  5.885  acre*  (visual,  wildlife,  botaitieal/evolngicaj  ) 

Anvil  Point*;  10.226  acre*  (visual,  geological,  wildlife,  hntanical/ecnhvgical > 
bast  Fort.  Parachute  Creek;  9.777  acre*  (visual,  fish/ wildlife.  butankal/ccufogical) 
TrapperiNotihwater  Creek:  10*296  acre*  ( fidvNvildltfc.  btManical/eeological) 

See  Table  2-2  for  detailed  ACliC  management  prescription*. 

\  a  Inc*  outside  the  AtTX'l  would  he  protected  or  mitigated  through  the  use  of  stipulation*  or 
condition*  on  development. _ _ _ _ 

_ Aiulax  H*%  IM;  WtUitWNLVi  OtVRH-tm _ 

Manage  a  Iota!  of  21.382  acre*  in  Ihrw  area*  la*  provided  by  section  202  of  R.PMA)  to  pvtevl 
and  maintain  wilderness  eharaclctidk*  Irwluialncs*.  iosuilc**ne*v.  and  outstanding  opporiunilM.-* 
for  solitude  and  umonfincx!  type*  of  recreation  i  within  3  unit*: 

Northeast  Cliff*:  5.801  acre* 

Strut  beau  Cliff*:  5.192  acre* 

East  Foil  Parachute  Creek:  10.389  acre* 

Sint  xMsI  iK.IBli  MlRStnvBHMASn  llV  (MHR  ttuVvM.Sc  t  SH  KlV  I-  K*  Vt  I 

Protect  river*  and  corridor*  totaling  7.883  acre*  within  the  Resource  Area  that  are  found  to  be 
eligible  under  the  WSRA.  by  m*  allowing  any  surface  disturbing  flctlvitie*  that  might  impair 
values,  until  a  surtabiUty  analyst*  ha*  heen  completed. 

_ FCMHatr  PRODUCTS _ 

No  special  management  action*  identified  Manage  to  maintain  and  promote  iotvsi  health 
cansiUent  with  other  resource  ubjeclive*. _ 

_ HW _ 

Provide  apjnofKiate  management  response  have*!  on  Fire  Management  Plan  and  lue  management 
zone  iFMZi  classification  considering  flrcfigldc-i  and  public  safety  and  social,  economic,  and 
environmental  value* 
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will  he  achieved  through,  hut  1*  not  necevwkrily  limited  In.  clustering  of 
well*  and  collocation  rtf  facilities  based  on  site-specific  cunvkkraliun*  in 
response  to  ecological,  visual,  recreational,  and  other  ntcmac 
•ernsitiviiic*.  relocation  of  drilling  location*,  inventonr*.  special  studies., 
onsite  and  ofliite  mitigation,  ami  timing  i  vs  trie  lion*. 

I’nor  to  exploration  and/or  leave  development,  the  operator  n»u*i  submit  a 
( koeruphic  Area  hupoval  Identifying  projected  activity  (including  well 
location*  pipeline*,  and  facitilies)  during  the  lifespan  of  the  devekvpmcnt 
and  appoptiale  mitigation 

No  St  W- At  k 
OCCtTANTY  (NSO); 

May  overlap  w  ith  lean  revtrktlvc  stipulaiions. 

No  modlfkaliun*.  waiver*,  or  exceptkirw.  should  he  provided  to  the  NSO 
area*  described  below  unless  the  dbturhunce  will  he  levs  than  one  ( 1)  acre 
in  *i/<  and  will  he  reclaimed  w  nhm  one  f  1 1  year. 

NSO  for  slope*  greater  than  509r.  vpecial  status  speck*,  (ihreatened. 
endangered  and  federal  proposed  or  candidate  speck*,  uendtivc  cpeciec  i 
ppulalion*.  high  rick  plants  habitat,  vignillcant  or  remnant  plant 
community,  raptors,  bald  eagles.  F70  view  shed.  Hwy  LVCounty  Rd  215 
Mcwshcd.  Class  1  YKM.'high  visual  sensitivity,  fish  moderate  risk  habitat. 
iLlviit'  high  value  w atci  dictl  iwos esses,  wildlife  seclusion,  peregrine 
falcon.  Anvil  Points  caw  area,  riparian  and  wetland  rones.  WSR 
eligibility,  and  major  river  ctnrkkrt*. 

Controlled 
StWACt  Use 
(CSU): 

CSU  for  *en*itive  speck*  population*,  some  significant  plant 
cniiunutiiticv,  rood  crate  risk  plant  habtiai/ccologkal  process,  erosive  soils 
and  dopes,  VRM  Class  II  area*,  Shnnrard  Park  paleontohsgical  reMWirce*. 
:iimI  riparian  and  wetland  huKhai  below  the  rim. 

mHW!  1  IMITATION' 

rn  i 

1. inti*  available  for  lease  wilh  TLs  on  period*  when  construction  and 
dulling  activities  are  prohibited  lo  protect  in^Krtant  wildlife  habitat*. 
There  limitation*  do  no(  apply  to  the  operaRlun  and  iiiointenarHc  of 
producing  wells  unks*  those  ofieiolkm*  inquire  laige  equipment  and 
significant  Lraffic.  In  which  cave  tire  activity  would  he  restricted  under  the 
Tl  Winter  range  H.  i*  applied  a*  a  tease  stipulation  Raptor  T1.  ihn 
in vl cafes  bald  eagle  winter  roost*. 

Timing  timitaimm  apply  to  big  game  winter  range,  raptor  nesting,  bald 
eagle,  peregrine  falcon,  waterfowl,  and  chorehriYi  rw*1me 

ARI  AS  with 
PRCFTtCTIVt 

I3F5KTN  ATIONS  OR 

Management 

ArnoMS: 

1  and'  where  exploration  and  development  activities  arc*  subject  to  special 
mitigation  measure*.  These  will  he  in  the  form  of  conditions  of  approval, 
and  will  he  developed  through  the  permitting  process 

69.867  acre*  (94.9*  ) 

Special  mitigjlkm  measure*  to  protect  wikiiite.  vegetation,  geological, 
watershed,  fisheries,  visual,  a ml  Hubh.ud  Mesa  SRMA  value*. 

SlVMJNKHflKMS 

AND  CONDfTIONS 
wtiHtJKWmKJtrr 

Land*  where  exploration  and  development  activities  are  subject  to 
standard  lease  lei  ins  and  condiliKMUs  plus  a  stipulation  fur  lire  protec  liun  uf 
’Pcvie*  under  the  1  refangcred  Specie*  ^\ct.  MHittallon  measure*,  which 

TABLE  2-2 


Amu.  ro.vis  acec 

V151A1. 

Objective:  Preserve  the  existing  character  of  the  landscape  to  meet  Visual 
Resource  Management  (VRM  1  Class  U  objective*. 

Mimugitnrnl  Ai  lUm  Maintain  the  existing  character  and  scenic  quality  in 
the  tarvi scape.  The  level  of  change  to  the  ehararterottc  landscape  should  be 
km.  Maine*  merit  owtivdic*  may  be  seen,  but  should  not  at  trawl  the  attention 
of  the  casual  observer.  Arty  change*  must  repeat  the  haste  elements  of  form, 
line,  colut.  and  texture  found  in  the  prodkstninant  natural  features  of  the 
characteristic  landscape 

F. cample*  of  mitigating  measures  to  VRM  Class  II  objectives  could  Include, 
but  not  be  limited  to:  relcKOting  proposed  activities,  burying  facilities,  using 
existing  topographical  oc  vegetative  screening,  creating  new  screening 
through  dirt  work  u«  trartvfdantlng  vegetattou,  enhancing  reclamation 
meaMireu,  using  fabricated  camouflaged  facilities,  keeping  disturlxuiscs  off 
itdgeline*,  painting  (kwktptncnl.*  lo  hknd  with  surrounding  landscape, 
moving  facilities  off  site,  awl  customizing  structural  designs  that  ore  low 
profile.  (Apply  C5U/SSR  to  entire  ACBC) 

Ohouxikai 

Objective:  fVotect  and  preserve  the  scicntifx  and  hkroric  values  of  the  cave 

and  karst  system.  Allow  for  no  physical  disturbance  to  the  cave  or  karst 
system  surrounding  the  cave.  Restrict  octiviticv  that  could  cause  direct  or 
indirect  impasi  to  the  cave  or  karst  system  such  a*  collapse  or  dewatering. 

Maruigetnent  Acttoa  Allow  for  no  physical  disturbance  to  the  case  or 
surrounding  karst  system  Restrict  management  activities  that  could  cause 
direct  or  indirect  impact  In  the  cave  and  karst  system  such  a*  collapse  nr 
ik watering  (N(il)/NSO  19) 

wit  cun 

Objective:  lilted  iicittiTinJ  roptot  nevt  sites. 

Moiuitfvtticnl  AcUNK:  Fur  Uk  |1v(cvImi  of  taptors,  NGD/NSO  within 
0.125-nilk  radius  v»f  a  ncsl  site.  Raptors  include  owls,  uspiuy.  golden  eagle, 
huleos.  accipllerv,  awl  falcon*  except  American  kestrel  (NCiiYNSO  7) 

Fot  lltc  pn^cclkm  *»f  pcregtinc  falcon.  NGD/NSO  within  0.23-inilc  radius  of 
cliff  nesting  oomplcx.  (NRHVNSf)  9) 

NGD/NSO  within  the  Roan  Cliff*  wikflife  seclusion  areas,  which  provide 
high  wildlife  value,  including  large  mammal*  and  raptor*  (NfifVNSO  1 1) 

Objective:  Maintain  habitat  connectivity  and  avoid  displacement  of  wildlife 

Management  Action:  Allow  m»  new  long  term  (longer  than  two  growing 
><a>*vns|  human  ux  related  ground  disturbing  activities  within  the  unloaded 
wildlife  hahtfn*  located  below-  the  rim  (NGD/NSO  W-2) 

Objceilvr:  hxttect  and  preserve  bat  habitat  value*  of  the  Anvil  IVtiirt*  coves/ 
Karst  system. 

^lttnagcmcnl  Acttott  Special  derign.  conMniction.  Implementation,  and/or 
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mitigation  measure*  Including  riclacatkrfi  by  more  than  2(H>  ntelcrs  may  he 
required  fur  vpevtes  listed  »  sensitive  by  BI-M  and  fur  significant  natural 
plant  communities.  (X.SRA'XU  W-3J 

Objective:  IVAre  1  and  minimize  dMurteuKC  let  wintering  big  game.  and 
allow  tor  use  of  limited  winter  range  hahitals  during  the  ciitical  winter 
months 

Management  Action  Avod  drilling  or  other  high- tbstiirHa  net*  actlv  ilK\ 
from  December  1  through  April  JO  within  winter  habitat  which  include*.  big 
game  **vm»  winter  tanjje  and  oilier  high  value  winter  habitat  ac  mapped  In 

the  cixw.  rrt  1 1 

1  Hljfrilvr;  lYoenl  raptor  nest  abandonment  anti  reduction*.  in  nesting 
productivity 

Manactmcnl  Actions:  Avoid  drilling  or  other  high  disturbance  activities 
within  a  0.23  mile  buffer  /one  around  the  itert  'He  from  lebruory  1  through 
Align*!  15.  (TL-6) 

Peregrine  falcon:  A  <)  5  mile  hufYer  area  around  the  cliffnesting  complex 
imm  March  16  through  July  11  In  prevent  abandonment  and  desertion  of 
established  bcrritoricc  (TD12) 

Botanical/ 

ECOLOGICAL 

Objective:  Minimize  disturbance*  lo  occupied  habitat  and  the  immediately 
adjacent  ecosystem  processes  that  support  special  ri-rtus  plant*  or  significant 
plant  communities. 

Munagenwnt  Action  Minimi  At  and  control  activities  within  occupied 
habitat  or  within  the  immediately  adjacent  eewyetem  processes  thal  support 
rare  plant*  or  significant  plant  comimmitw*.  <CSU/SSK  lor  Ecological 
Ptoeetw  Plant  Anvil  Plv) 

i  Mijivtivr:  A  How  for  the  long-term  viability  ami  recovery  ot  special  statu* 
specie*.  and  minima «;  disturbance  to  potential  habitat  and  ihe  tcosy  stein 
process*:*  thal  support  them. 

Munugrim-ul  Action*  Minirm/c  and  control  ground  disturbing  activities 
within  putcntjal  habiljl/reosysteni  processes  for  rare  plant*  and  significant 
communities  <('51li/SSR  for  (xologtcal  Pixicck*  JTant  Anvil  Pt\| 

Objective:  Maintain  the  current  ecological  integrity  and  function  of  the  rare* 
plants  and  significant  plant  communities. 

Management  Action  Revcgciale  using  locally  adapted  native  species.  <SM 

P-9) 

Objective  Allow  natural  ecrtsytlem  proceasc-.  *uch  a*  mcfcsUdc*  to 
continue.  Control  wildfire  only  when  human  safety  or  property  tv  at  nsk. 
<SM  V  101 

Mlkmijjenicnit  \t1bHf  Manage  significant  grassland  and  shrahtand 
communities  lo  retain  mid  -  lo  lale-stial  stage  condition.  iSM  P- 1  1  i 

{ Hijcdlu1:  Minimize  fragmentation  of  habitat  and  the  rick  ot  invasion  hy 
nnkw  weed*  and  other  aggressive  non  native  specie*,  which  may 
compromise  ecosystem  function  and  1  he  long-term  viability  of  the  rare  plants 
anil  significant  plant  communities 

Muniiurnicnl  Action  Where  practicable,  restore  to  a  naturally  functsomny 
state  any  existing  human  caused  disturbance  that  U  impairing  natural 
ecosystem  prucewev  affecting  habitat  for  rare  plant  species  or  significant 
plant  communities.  ($M  P-12) 

(NljKHvti  Insure  the  long  Icon  survival  and  reproductive  capability  of  rare 
plants  and  significant  plant  communities 

Munagement  Actions :  Prohibit  collection  of  plants,  plaivt  materials,  and 
seeds,  except  for  scientific  or  research  purposes.  Such  collection  must  have 
m»  detrimental  impact  cm  long- terns  survival  ami  reproduction  of  rare  species 
or  significant  communities  fShl  P  11) 

(Twin  4  noxious  weeds  using  integrated  tcchnsqucc  i  unit  cor*  ml  in  areas 
w  ith  significant  plant  communities  or  nine  species  lo  avoid  damage  to  oon- 
lorgrt  specie v  (SM  P- 14) 

Ofljethvn  Maintain  population-*  of  rare  plants  and  significant  plant 
communities  that  are  healthy  productive,  and  aMk  In  reproduce  and  sustain 
natural  fluctuations  and  ecological  processes  ftxwule  adequate  opportunlfics 
for  recovery,  rcgmwth  and  seed  dissemrnalsnn  ami  establishment 

M  anagl'ITW'nt  Action  Manage  liv  estock  grazing  within  occupied  or  potential 
fvnhiiai  for  rare  plants  or  significant  plant  communities  to  promote  pbnt 
health.  maintain  sufficient  residual  vegetation,  and  sustain  overall  watershed 
functions  as  defined  in  ihe  Colorado  livestock  Grazing  Management 
Guidelines  (Bl-M  1997a t.  (SM  P- 13) 

StitpSi  ms 

(MlJtCtht:  Maintain  site  siabilisty  arvf  productivity. 

ManugeiBcnl  Actlun  NQDfNSO  on  dopes  greater  than  .Wf  lo  mmiml/e 
impacts  on  she  productivity,  control  surface  runoflf,  reduce  emijon,  ainf 
enhance  tve lamalion.  (  Nt  irVNSO  1$) 

Sob  a 

Objective*:  Maintain  site  viability  and  minimi/e  pivteniiaf  for  erosion 

Management  Artfun.  On  slopes  giv-iier  than  309r.  special  design, 
consituclvnn,  operation,  and  radwufkm  measures  will  he  required 

fSSR/CSU  -If 

Ritmuak  areas 

OkJCCttfi!  Maintain  proper  hydroKigw  IlukIiuci  and  protest  adjacent  area* 
that  pttuvitk  habilu!  for  special  slalus  fish  and  wilrJIifc  specie*,  important 
riparian  values,  wafer  quality  waterfowl  shore* htrd  production,  amphibian 
habitat,  ami  liiph  xccnlc  and  recrcatJoo  values.  Allow  continued  access  to  and 

list*  of  these  habitats 

Mrmiific-ftK-nt  A <,1  Ion*  New  roods,  transmission  Ultes,  vtstrage  facilities  and 
similar  human  induced  surface  disturbances  are  restricted  to  an  area  beyond 
the  outer  edge  of  the  riparian  vegetation.  ( NGD/NSO  2) 

For  Colorado  River  vOvrUbr,  NQjWNSO  within  0.5  link-  of  either  side  uf  (he 
(ugh  water  mark  (bjnkfull  stage  f  to  protec  t  hahrtat  IV*  spccak  status  fish  and 
wildlife  species,  important  riparian  values,  water  quality /filtering  values, 
waterfowl  and  shoreturd  pnxhictinn  areas,  valuable  habitat  for  amphrhi.uis. 
and  high  scenic  and  revrvaium  values.  (NCUVNSO  V> 

SSRASU  w  rilim  300  fwt  of  Ihe  outer  edge  of  itjsaiun  or  wetland  vegetation 
(SSIVaiU  2) 

Kai  KWlwmnir 
RESOllilK 

Objective:  IVotect  and  preserve  *>r  recover  sewnrific  pulesminfogical  values 
w  ithin  Sharrard  I’ark 

Mitttii^nu-nt  Actions  Within  the  Sharrard  Park  area,  special  survey 
ilesign,  constoKtion  and  rvdamaluwi  measures  may  he  required,  iik hiding 
ivhocalion  wf  operation  beyond  300  nwten.  iSSR/CSU  6) 

Objective:  Proles  1  and  distuHtMaisc  to  w  inter  ine  big  game,  and 

allow  for  use  of  limited  winter  range  hahitats  during  the  critical  winter 
months. 

Management  Atifnn  Avoid  drilling  or  other  high  dasturbance  activities 
from  Oecemher  1  through  April  VO  within  winter  fuhti.u  which  includes  big 
game  severe  w  inter  range  and  other  high  value  w  inter  habitat  as  mapped  bv 

ih*ax>w  m.-D 

Ohjeplvr  Prevent  rajitur  nest  afxuidoniiNnit  and  mJucikiw*  In  nesting 
productivity. 

Mimagjt-mvnt  Actions  Avoid  drilling  re  other  high  disturbance  aciivUk**. 
w  ithin  a  0.25  mlJe  Iwllet  /one  around  the  nest  stte  fiuoi  K^rruoi-y  1  through 
AtqjwM  l>,  (TL-bl 

Botanic  ai/ 
Bcologkal 

Objective:  Protect  the  cunvnt  extent,  «sok>gteal  integrity,  and  function  of 
the  oki-giwrlh  Dtaglo-fir  evmmiumly. 

Munagcinent  Aitixm  NOD/NSO  within  old -growth  i>ougbs-fir  rcnuiam 
community,  including  removal  of  any  M«-claxv  trees.  (NGD/NSO  P-3) 

Objective:  Maintain  the  current  woiugifiiil  kllcgrtty  ansi  function  of  the  rare 
plants  and  significant  plant  communities. 

Munugi'iactil  AcUon:  Alhiw  natural  coowy stent  proccHtCM  such  av  rock  slide* 
to  ohHIrim.  Control  wildfire  only  when  human  safety  or  property  is  at  rick 

(sm  p  m 

Objective:  Ensure-  the  long-tcmi  survival  and  nnpioxluefivc  capability  of  rare 
pbniv  and  vignificant  pbnt  communities 

MuilftJN'tnvtit  AC(k>l%s  ;  Pbuhibif  collection  of  plants,  plant  rnatenab,  and 
seods  except  for  scientific  or  research  purposes  (ollection  mnivl  have  m* 
ik-irimcnt.il  impact  on  long-term  survival  and  reproduction  of  rare  plant 
specie*  or  significant  plant  continuum  lev  (SM  P  15) 

Control  noxious  weeds  using  integrated  tochniquev  limit  control  in  rare 
plant  populations  m  stgnificam  plant  crenrmmitics  to  avoid  damage  to  rvon- 
largict  sj^ocs,  1.SM-P-  l-fi 

Ripahian  AJKEAS 

(Mijvrthe:  Maintain  proper  hyrlmlngk  function  and  protect  adjacent  areas 
thal  provide  h.ihria*  for  special  status  fish  and  wildlife  spevies.  import.irt 
riparian  values,  water  quality,  waterfowl  shone  hr  rd  production,  amphibian 
hihitat,  and  high  scenic  and  recreation  values.  Allow  continued  access  to  arwi 
use  of  these  habitats.. 

Muimgement  Act  in  ns  New  roads,  transmission  lines,  storage  facilities  and 
similar  human  induced  surface  disturbances  ore  revlrtcted  to  an  area  beyond 
the  outer  edge  of  the  riparian  vegetation.  (NGD/NSO  2) 

W&aSa  yn  Issl 2*  «!>¥  '-•Jjfr-  ■•*  ipj'*.'*  Of  veiwti-n 

M  UJ‘11-  fit  i  IM  A  CSC 

VlMAI 

Objective:  Preserve  the  existing  character  of  the  landscape  to  moc!  Visual 
Resource  Management  fVRM) Class  If  objectives 

Munagi'mrnl  AcThw  Maintain  the  existing  character  and  scenic  quality  in 
the  landscape.  The  level  of  change  to  the  characteristic  landscape  should  he 
low.  Management  activities  may  be  seen,  hut  should  not  attract  the  attention 
of  the  casual  observer,  Any  changes  must  repeat  ihe  N**k  demenls  of  form, 
line,  cedar,  and  texture  found  in  the  pr«k*rniruim  natural  features  of  the 
chardcterisfic  landscape 

f  x ample.*  of  mitigating  mejsrirev  to  VRM  f'lass  II  objectives  couki  include, 
hut  not  be  limited  to:  relocating  proposed  activities,  buiyirig  RdUtfel.  using 
existing  topngraphical  nr  vegetative  screening,  creating  new  screening 
through  dirt  work  or  transplanting  vegetation,  enhancing  rvclaavutlinn 
measures,  using  fabricated  camouflagod  facilttlcv  keeping  disturbances  off 
ridgelines.  pvainthig  devcIofKnenLs  to  blend  with  surrounding  land  sc  a*  >c. 
moving  facilities  off  vile,  and  curtcHiu/ing  slnictural  designs  dial  are  low 
profile  (Apply  ( 'SI  /SNR  to  entire  AfT-Jf  ) 

Wii.DUhL 

OhjMthv:  Hire  ret  identified  rupUn  m-vl  sites. 

Mimnyrment  Utkins  lor  the  protect hm  of  raptors.  NQp/NSO  within 
O.I23*tnilc  raiki<  erf  a  next  site.  Rjjtoes  Include  DWh.  osprey,  golden  eagle, 
kilo  is,  jceipkters,  and  falcons  except  American  kestrel  (NOD/NSO  7) 

Objective:  Maintain  habitat  connectivity  and  .ookl  displacement  of  w  ikllik 

Munagrim  nt  Action  Allow  no  new  longton  t  longer  than  two  gixminj; 
seavom.)  human  use  relartrel  jyxniitd  divturfring  activities  within  the  uwouded 
w  ildlife  habitat  loc  ated  helow  the  rim.  4jNOIJ/NSO  W  2) 
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Managt'im-ril  Action  Allt  w  no  new  long- term  (greartea  than  two  growing 
season*)  ground  disturbing  actKitlo  w-Hhin  the  area  mapped  as  high  value 
walcnNcd  proctwev,  (NOIVNSO  W 

Ohjcdtve:  iVrvenl  raptor  tu.il  abandonment  and  rcducfinntv  In  nesting 
productivity. 

Management  ActtOtt  No  surface  uk  within  0.25  mile  radius  of  a  ne»t  jdU- 
from  lehmary  I  In  August  15.  excepting  operation  and  maintenance  of 
(mxiuitkm  facilities.  (TL-6) 

Objective:  Minimize  direct  impact*  to  xlreamhunlc*  resulting  from  livestock 
grazing  . 

M  unapcmrnl  Action:  Manage  livestock  grazing  within  rile  AC1  ("  wi  that 
vtrtrarokuvk  damage  duo  ml  exceed  10'S*  id  the  stream  length.  (SM-W-9) 

Rotavkai/ 

U  .XJLCXHK 

(Xijvftlvr:  Protect  populations  of  rare  planes  ami  significant  plant 

communities  from  muM  direct  and  hnik  indirect  imposts  (Within  habitat 
identified  as  high  risk  plant  habitat! 

Management  Action  Allow  no  gnxnxJ -disturbing  activities  in  areas 
designated  as  high  risk  for  rare  plants  or  significant  plant  communities 
<  NGD/NSO  P-4) 

Objective:  Allow  only  activities  within  the  w  atershed  that  would  not  disturb, 
alt vi ,  o»  ifitcmipt  the  hydrologic  cm  evuhzgkul  processes  that  support  ritrv 
plant  species  or  significant  plant  communities  (designated  as  n> 'derate  risk 
hydrologic  value) 

Mimagmu-nt  Action  Allow  only  activities  that  would  not  disturb,  abet,  or 
micro  iff  the  hydrologic  or  ec«»logical  (voccwct  that  support  rare  plant 
specie*  or  significant  plant  cumnniniLivi  (designated  as  muiivratv  iisk 
hydrolog ic  value). 

Special  design.  construction.  implementation.  anil'oi  mitigation  measures 
may  he  requited  to  minimize  impacts  cwf disturbances.,  including  relocation  of 
operatiiins  more  than  300  nurters  may  he  required  (SSR/CSU  P-7) 

Objective:  Maintain  the  vunvnl  vet  dog  leal  wtetartv  and  lunclion  of  the  rare 
plants  and  significant  plant  cunununitkv 

Management  Actions  Kev  sedate  any  allowed  surface  disturbance  using 
locally  adapted  native  species.  t.SM-P-9) 

Allow  natural  ecosystem  pox. esses  such  as  luLIklo  to  continue.  Control 
wildfire  only  when  human  safety  or  property  is  at  risk.  (SM-P-IOi 

Maintain  significant  opatijn  plant  communities  in  mid  H*  late  s*r  j|  stage  l*> 
retain  current  ecological  values.  |SM-I’-  lf»> 

(SSK/CM  J| 

STFfPSliWS 

Objective;  Maintain  site  stability  and  ptvvhictiv My 

Maiuigiimtil  Action  NGD/NSO  on  dopes  greater  than  5*/%  to  iiunum/.c 
Impacts  on  she  ptnrfiKlivily.  control  surface  ninofl,  reduce  ermhvn.  and 
enhance  reclamation  iNGIVNSO  15) 

Sou 

Objective:  Maintain  site  viability  and  minimize  potential  fur  cri*»u»n 

Management  Action  On  dupes  eicutet  than  30%,  special  design, 
construction.  operation,  and  reclamation  measure*  will  be  required 

tssR/esy  4» 

lasr  Komk  Hakaok  i  1 1»«  ack 

VlSlAl 

Objective.  Preserve  the-  existing  character  of  the  landscape  to  meet  VRM 
Class  1  objectives  in  areas  designated  as  very  high  nr  high  visual  sensitivity 

Mmtugcranil  Action  Maintain  the  natural  character  and  scenic  quality  of 
the  lancbs. ops;  to  provide  tor  ecological  changes  and  restrict  landscape 
modifications  in  hast  fork  Falls  and  Box  Canyon  areas,  I.rmiled  activities 
may  be  allowed  if  baste  Jandvcajxr  elements  (line.  form,  color,  ami  texture! 
are  repealed  ami  changes  are  not  evident  ami  appeal  natural  INCID/NSO  V- 
2) 

Objective  In  other  purls  of  the  ACTtC,  retain  existing  character  of  the 

1  and vc ape  lo  meet  VRM  Claes  II  objective*. 

Management  Action  Manage  all  other  portion*  of  the  ACf;C  to  retain  the 
existing  character  of  the  landscape  and  allow  only  limited  change  v  Special 
design,  constrwetioR.  implementation,  andAv  mitigation  measures  including 
relocation  of  operations  more  than  2110  meters  may  he  required  (SSR/CSt ; 

V-2) 

Frsti  and 
Wtt.DLUt. 

Objective:  protect  identified  raptor  not  sites 

Management  Atilett  NSO  wtthln  0.125  mile  rudku*  *M  a  nest  she  fot 

raptor*.  including  owls,  snprvy.  golden  eagle,  butvo*.  accipiters.  ami  falcons 
except  American  kestrel  (NGIVNS07) 

Objective:  PVmcvt  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout  from  direct  impacts 

Mamtgcmeni  AfthMt  Allow  no  loss  or  degradation  of  htyhrick  hohttal 
<  NGD/NSO  W-4) 

Objective:  Protect  Colorado  River  cutthroat  tioul  from  indirect  impacts 

Management  Vetkin  Allow  no  k«w  or  degradation  of  fish  habitat  that 
supports  (  ol.H.kio  Rivet  cutthroat  trout  moderate  nek  habitat  (N(IIVNSC) 

W.5> 

Objective:  Protect  Coionufo  River  cutthroat  limit  fmm  k*h  dinnet  and 
indirect  impacts  vciihm  areas  delineated  as  hich  value  wafcerdvcck 

— 

Objffllve:  Minimize  hahn.ii  h  n  I  nvk  ..I  inv  ision  by  noxious 

weeds  and  oilier  aggrvmlve  non-native  species,  which  may  ciMiipioiiuce 
canyaetn  function  and  long  term  viability  of  iurc  spec  lev  and  communities 

Management  Action:  Where  practicable,  restore  to  a  naturally  funttkimire 
stole  any  existing  human  caused  disturbance  that  Is  impaitlng  natiind 
ecosystem  processes  affecting  habitat  bx  rare  plant  species  or  vignilicani 
plant  cunununities.  (SM  F  12) 

Objective:  l-aisure  the  long-term  survival  and  reproductive  capability  of  rare 
plants  and  Mgntik ant  plant  uinununltks, 

Munagenrent  Action  IVohihu  collection  of  plants,  plant  malctiak.  and 
sewJv.  except  fitw  scientific  or  research  pwip»ses  Sltch  collection  must  have 
no  detiunental  impact  on  long  term  survival  and  reproduction  iM  rate  plant 
species  or  significant  pluni  com  mutinies.  (SM  F  15) 

Objective:  In  sure  ihe  long  term  survival  and  reproductive  capabtliiy  of  rare 
plants  and  significant  plant  communiticv 

Management  Action:  Control  noxious  weeds  using  Integrated  techniques 
Limit  ctMiliol  in  rare  plant  populations  or  significant  plant  wunuiunitics  to 
avoid  damage  to  non  target  specks.  ISM  P- 14) 

Objective:  Maintain  healthy  pnpulationi  of  rare  plants  and  significant  plant 
sonununitics.  maintain  sufficient  residual  vegetal  loft  lo  vustain  overall 
is  atei  sited  functions,  ami  pnwnie  forage  fot  wildlife  vj^iec. 

Manugt'fTM'tll  Action:  Manage  livestock  grazing  within  occupied  or  (w4cnti.il 
habitat  for  rare  plants  or  significant  plant  civmrnunitics  to  pn.Mrm4c  plant 
health,  maintain  suflkicrit  loRJual  vegetation,  and  sustain  watershed 
funetvvnrv,  as  defined  m  the  Cnlnndo  l.fveilnck  Grazing  Management 
Guidelines  iRI  M  J097a)  r<sM-P-»5) 

KIP  MU  AS  ARI  AS 

Objttclhe:  Maintain  proper  hydrologic  function  and  protect  adjacent  areas 

that  provide  habriot  for  special  status  fish  and  wildlife  specks,  important 

riparian  values,  water  quality,  waterfowl  shot  chi  id  prorkislion,  amphibian 
hahilal  ami  high  scenic  ami  rccrcalton  values,  To  allow  csinlunicxi  access  ami 
use  of  these  kdwfaL’c 

Murmgrmrnl  Artiom  New  modv  tnmvanrsxkm  lines,  sttaage  facilities,  and 
vimiltw  hunxm  imhiccd  surf  .we  ihsiuibark.es,  ant  restiietnf  to  an  area  beyond 
the  outer  edge  at  the  riparian  vegetation  <  M  H  VNSC )  2) 

SSIL/C51I  within  500  feet  of  the  outer  edge  of  the  npanan  or  wetland 
vegetation.  (SSR/GSU  2ji 

s  iwtp  Sums 

OhjWbt:  Maintain  sru  itabiJltty  and  site  prsehictivily . 

Munugcmeitl  Action  NGIVNSO  on  sktpcs  greater  than  50**  Hi  minimize 
Impacts  on  site  pnxluctiviiy.  contiol  suifasc  runoff,  reduce  mnlun,  and 
enhance  reclumalion  (NflD/NSO  15^ 

Sms 

Objertive:  Maintain  she  Stability  ami  minimize  erosion 

Management  Action  f>n  slope*  greater  than  30%,  special  design, 
construvilon,  operation,  and  reclomalton  measures  will  he  required. 
tSSR/CTit  4) 

XiuffK/Itoniiwjiw 

VISUAL 

Objective:  Retain  the  existing  character  of  the  landscape  to  meet  V  isual 
Resource  Management  Clan*  1]  objectives 

MuanjgeBK'lift  Action  Manage  the  ACTiC  to  retain  the  existing  character  of 
the  landscape  and  allow  only  limned  changes  Speviai  ikxifn.  construction. 
implemeMalkvn.  and/or  miligaluvn  measures  including  relocation  of 
operation*  more  than  200  meters  may  be  required.  (SSK/CSU  5) 

FtSfl  AND 

W  it  111  II  f 

Objective:  ftukd  xkntificxi  naplur  nest  sites. 

Management  Action:  NCJI7/NSO  w  Mhin  0. 125- nsllc  radluv  vf  a  nest  site  fix 

laptori.  on. hiding  owl*,  osprey,  golden  eagle,  bulco*.  acclptleis,  and  laJcuus 
except  American  kestrel.  ( NliLVNM.)  7) 

Objective:  IVuicct  Colorado  River  culthrtul  trout  from  direct  impacts 

MunugvnKtit  Action  Allow  no  loss  or  degradation  of  fish  habitat  that 
supports  Colorado  Rlvei  cuttha^il  trout  htgh  risk  habitat.  (NGD/NSO  W-4) 

(Htjcctivc:  IVutcd Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout  from  induce  l  unpack. 

Munagennnt  Action.  Allow  no  loss  or  dcgrod-aliun  of  fish  habitat  that 
supports  Cokiratio  River  cutthroat  trout  nkrdeiale  ivdi  habitat.  (NGD/NSO 

W.5) 

Objrxttve:  Frntect  (  ok  undo  River  cutlhrvuu  trout  from  kah  direcl  ami 
indirect  impacts  within  area*  dkrlincolcx)  as  high  value  watcisltexls. 

Managemvfd  Action  Allow  no  new  long-term  (gicoaer  than  two  growing 
seasons)  girund- disturbing  adhitin  within  the  area  nupfscxl  as  high  value 
w  j  ter  shed  processes  (NOfXNSO  W-6) 

Objective:  (Vcve-nt  raptor  nest  oKi>nd<anment  and  reduction*  In  nesting 

productivity. 

Management  Action  Awnd  drilling  ot  siinlku  activity  within  a 0.25  mike 
buffer  /one  around  Ihc  nea  site  from  Fcbrxcuy  1  to  August  15.  This  dues  rua 
apply  to  operation  and  maintenance  of  production  facilities  iTi^b) 

Gbjertke:  Minimize  dues!  Impacts  to  vtrcamkmks  resulting  from  livestock 
grazing 

Miinngfinml  Aiilun  Marusgc  livewtnei:  grazing  within  the  ACF.C  so  th;u 
sttvamhank  damagt  <k»ev  n >4  exceed  105  of  the  strc.mv  length  I.NM  W  9) 
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Ikn  AMK'AI/ 
ECOLOGICAL 

(NtjKttvr:  IWect  populations  at  rare  plants  and  significant  pbni 
comrmMMlks  front  iikjM  direst  ami  ^ine  indirect  tnqNKti*  (in  lMbit.il 
identified  as  high  risk  plant  habitat ) 

MuruiKcnwni  Action;  A  Bov.  no  pounddiMurtnng  activities  in  areas 
»k  signaled  as  high  risk  for  rare  plants  i»r  significant  plant  communities  (NSO 
V4) 

( Mijettivr:  Allow  only  activates  within  the  watershed  that  would  not  disturb, 
alter,  or  interrupt  the  hydrologic  or  ecological  pnxtsu-s  that  support  ran.- 
plant  species  or  sigtillkunt  plant  vontrourdUes  (designated  as  moderate  tkk 
hydrologic  vahieJ. 

Management  Action.  Allow,  only  activities  within  the  w  .it ei vised  (hat  would 
tint  dlvttilhv  oJfcci,  or  Intemipt  tlx*  hydrologic  or  ecologicai  ptoceescs  that 
support  rare  plant  species  or  significant  plant  communitR's  (designated  as 
moderate  itsk  hydrologic  value (SSR/CSU  P 

Objective:  Ensure  (he  long-term  survival  and  reproductive  capahilily  of  rare 
plarts  and  significant  plant  communities. 

MantlKenwt.it  Vciiort  Prohibit  sulk*  lion  of  plants,  plant  mala  tab.  and 
seeds,  except  foe  scientific  oc  research  purples.  Such  collection  most  have 
i»o  detrimental  impact  ur»  long-term  suivival  and  reproduction  of  rare  plant 
*f levies  or  significant  plant  communities.  (SM-P-3) 

Objective:  Ensure  the  long  twin  survival  and  rc*|«tod active  capability  of  rare 
jslants  and  xignifU  ami  plant  cunMiiunltlcs. 

Munauement  Action:  Control  noxious  weeds  using  integrated  technique' 

1  milted  control  in  rare  plant  populations  or  significant  plant  communities  to 
avoid  damage  In  non- target  species.  (SAI-P-h) 

Objective;  Maintain  hridlhy  population*  of  rare  plants  and  frlgAlfkant  plant 
somjBinwttcv.  maintain  sufficient  residual  vegetation  hi  sustain  overall 
watershed  functions  and  provide  forage  for  wildlife  spec  res, 

M  tirut eminent  Arliotr  Manage  livestock  grazing  w  ithin  itecupied  or  pstfirtul 
habitat  for  rare  plants  or  significant  plant  communities  u>  promote  plani 
heahh,  maintain  suflkient  residual  vegetation,  and  sustain  ovcraB  watershed 
functions,  as  defined  in  tire  CuWado  Livcwlosk  Grazing  Management 
Guideline*  (BLM  1997a) 

Riparian  Arias 

Objective:  Maintain  proper  hydrologic  function  and  protect  adjacent  areas 
that  provide  habitat  fur  special  talus  fish  jrid  wildlife  specie*,  ittipottani 
riparian  values,  water  quality,  waterfowl  shorehtrd  pnxfuclicwv  amphibian 
habitat  and  high  scenic  and  recrealton  values.  To  allow  continued  access  and 
use  of  these  habitats. 

Management  Avtkins  Knurls,  liunMiitvsk*  n  lines,  storage  facilities,  and 

similar  hurreuv  Induced  ^airfare  disturbances  are  restricted  to  an  area  beyond 
lire-  oulet  edge  of  the  riparian  vegetation.  (NGfVNSO  2 1 

SSR/CSU  w  ithur  500  feet  of  lhc  outer  edge  of  the  riparian  or  wetland 
vegetation,  tSSRA’SU  2) 

STFFPSjnPFA 

Objective:  Maintain  sele  stability  and  productivity 

Manugenmil  Art  Jon  NXHVNSO  on  skates  greater  than  MW  to  mirurm/c 
impacts  on  cite  productivity.  control  surface  ranoff,  reduce  accelerated 
cjuvloa,  and  increase  likelihood  of  successful  revlamulton.  iNGIVNSO  l» 

M  \p  1  -  Cm  oi-  Rjii.i  .’s  Prkhrrkd 
ACEC  C<  jNiioum vnos 


Proposed  RMPA/Final  EIS  ■  August  2006 
Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area,  Colorado 


E-9 


CHAPTER  6  ■  CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 


E-10 


Colorado  Department  of  Natural  Resources  (Page  1-4  of  7) 


State  of  Colorado  -  Department  of  Natural  Resource!! 
Final  Comments  on  the  Resource  Management  Plan  Amendment  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Roan  Plateau  (RMPA) 


September  2 1 , 2005 
Greg  Good  enow 

Planning  and  Environmental  Coordinator 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
PO  Box  1009 

Glen  wood  Springs  CO  81602 
Dear  Mr.  Goodcnow: 

On  behalf  of  the  Colorado  Department  of  Natural  Resources  (DNR)  I  submit 
the  following  comments  on  the  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  Amendment  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Roan  Plateau  (RMPA).  The  Colorado  DNR 
would  like  to  thank  the  BLM  for  the  opportunity  to  serve  as  a  cooperating  agency 
during  this  planning  effort.  The  BLM’s  commitment  to  bring  local  communities  and 
state  agencies  to  the  table  from  the  start  is  appreciated  and  we  take  seriously  the 
responsibilities  you  have  placed  upon  this  department  and  our  divisions. 

The  following  comments  were  generated  as  a  direct  result  of  months  ol' 
interaction  between  our  DNR  team,  the  BLM.  other  cooperators,  environmental 
organizations,  industry  groups  and  other  stakeholders  who  care  a  great  deal  about  how 
the  Roan  Plateau  will  be  managed  in  the  future.  The  DNR  team  is  comprised  of 
departmental  experts  from  the  following:  the  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife,  the 
Colorado  Division  of  Parts  and  Outdoor  Recreation,  the  Colorado  Oil  and  Gas 
Conservation  Commission,  the  Colorado  Geological  Survey  and  the  Executive 
Directors  Office.  Their  hard  work  and  diligence  has  produced  a  balanced  approach 
that  lakes  into  account  the  many  values  and  issues  that  ore  associated  with  this 
important  planning  effort. 

Again,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  submit  tlvcse  comments  cm  bchal  f  of 
the  Colorado  DNR.  Please  let  us  know  if  there  is  any  additional  information  you  may 
need  from  us  at  this  lime. 


Sincerely. 


Russell  George 
Executive  Director 

Colorado  Department  of  Natural  Resources 


For  instance,  we  believe  the  wildlife  mitigation  and  protection  efforts  we  have 
supported  (e  g.,  directional  drilling,  use  of  BMP’s,  etc.)  will  complement  in  several 
areas  the  .Management  Guidelines  for  OH  and  Gas  Development  (August  1 3.  2005) 
that  was  submitted  to  the  BLM  from  ibe  Colorado  Mule  Deer  Foundation  aid  the 
Colorado  Wildlife  I  ©deration.  Likewise,  on  points  related  to  environmental 
protections  and  wildlife  mitigation  requirements  we  believe  our  recommendations  for 
long-term  responsible  management  are  not  dissimilar  lo  those  expressed  by  local  and 
regional  environmental  and  conservation  organizations.  For  example,  the  surface 
disturbance  discussion  and  the  expressed  need  for  stringent  reclamation  standards  os 
outlined  in  correspondence  to  DNR  from  The  Wilderness  Society  in  August  2005  arc 
cor-*! stent  with  the  approach  we  arc  taking  in  our  proposal.  Equally  important  is  the 
valuable  feedback  and  comments  we  have  received  from  industry  throughout  this 
process.  The  DNR  has  consistently  recognized  the  vast  natural  gas  reserve  dial 
underlie*  the  Roan  Plateau.  The  economic  value  of  this  resource  to  local  communities 
and  tl»e  federal  government  is  significant  and  should  not  be  overlooked.  Additionally, 
die  national  energy  demand  continues  to  grow  and  the  DNR  believes  that  the 
development  of  this  natural  resource,  when  done  in  a  responsible  manner,  is  a  valid 
multiple  use  of  our  public  lands. 

In  investigating  whether  natural  gas  development  could  be  conducted  in  a  way 
that  creates  minimal  impacts  on  other  resources  and  the  local  communities,  we 
identified  several  goals  for  bow  the  Roan  Plateau  could  he  managed.  When 
presenting  what  the  final  planning  decision  will  be  as  it  relates  to  natural  gas 
development,  the  DNR  asks  that  the  BLM  consider  the  following  goals  and 
objectives; 


•  Minimize  the  amount  and  location  of  surface  disturbance 

•  Stage  or  cluster  drilling  activities  in  ways  to  minimize  impacts  on  wildlife, 
watersheds,  and  other  environmental  and  recreational  values. 

•  Concentrate  drilling  activities  in  a  way  that  provides  foe  orderly  development 
across  the  landscape. 

•  Consolidate  natural  gas  production  facilities,  road*,  pipelines  and  staging 
areas. 

•  Minimize  the  number  of  natural  gas  operators, 

•  Implement  innovative  reclamation  and  performance  based  monitoring 
standards 


In  order  to  accomplish  these  goals  and  objectives  above  die  rim  (i.e.  upper 
plateau),  the  DNR  believes  the  BLM  should  include  a  stipulation  in  all  leases  that 
requires  the  successful  bidder  of  individual  leases  to  join  on  undivided  federal  unit  that 
includes  all  of  the  federal  acreage  on  the  upper  plateau.  Creating  an  undivided  federal 
unit  ‘'upfront"  after  all  leases  are  offered  and  before  exploration  and  production  occur 
will  assist  the  BLM  in  controlling  the  pace  of  development  and  will  provide  for  a 
responsible  and  orderly  development  of  the  natural  gas  resource.  One  of  the  many 
benefits  of  this  concept  is  that  all  lease  stipulations  arc  agreed  to  and  known  by 
operators  upfront.  In  conjunction  with  this,  the  BLM  will  require  a  unit  development 
plan,  as  well  ax  an  annual  operations  and  reclamation  report  that  industry  will  be 
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Since  becoming  a  cooperating  agency  nearly  three  years  ago.  the  Deportment 
of  Natural  Resources  (DNR)  has  considered  at  great  length  how  the  various  resources 
in  the  Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area  could  be  utilized  and  protected  in  a  balanced 
manner.  The  Roan  Plateau  is  home  to  a  tremendous  variety  of  "resources'*-  from  the 
large  natural  gas  reserves  lo  the  unique  wildlife  and  environmental  values  and 
recreation  opportunities  that  abound  across  this  landscape.  There  are  many  obvious 
reasons  why  the  communities  and  those  who  know  the  Roan  Plateau  care  so  much  for 
how  it  will  be  managed  into  the  future.  To  cany  out  DNR's  commitment  and 
responsibility  to  the  BLM  to  provide  expert  opinion  and  information  on  the 
management  plan  for  the  Roan  Plateau,  a  DNR  team  was  established  and  tasked  with 
the  mission  to  take  all  interests  into  consideration  and  come  up  with  a  “balanced" 

State  of  Colorado  comment  and  recommendation.  This  team  is  comprised  of  the  DNR 
Assistant  Director  for  Lands  and  Energy  and  experts  from  the  Division  of  Wildlife, 
the  Colorado  Oil  and  Gas  Conservation  Commission.  Colorado  Stale  Parks  and 
Outdoor  Recreation  and  the  Colorado  Geological  Survey. 

From  the  very  beginning  of  this  process  the  DNR  has  staled  -  in  our  official 
comments  and  recommendations  in  September  2003  and  April  2005,  as  well  os  during 
the  recent  meetings  with  the  cooperating  agencies  -  that  the  management  plan  lor  the 
Roan  Plateau  will  require  a  new  way  of  dunking.  The  new  way  of  thinking  should 
creatively  look  at  how  the  many  important  issues  raised  by  local  communities  and  the 
interested  public  cun  be  dealt  with  in  a  responsible  manner.  In  these  meetings  and  in 
our  official  comments,  the  DNR  has  commented  on  many  issues  we  believe  should  be 
addressed  in  (he  final  decision.  This  includes  not  only  a  discussion  on  how 
responsible  natural  gas  development  could  proceed,  but  just  as  important,  how  public 
access  (c.g.  Cow  Creek),  grazing,  watershed  protections,  recreation,  and  weed 
management  issues  need  to  be  considered  when  the  final  management  decision  for  this 
resource  area  is  made.  The  DNR  again  acknowledges  our  support  of  tftose  issues 
raised  in  our  previous  comments  os  well  as  those  vhuixd  during  the  recent  meetings 
with  cooperating  agencies  and  the  BLM. 

Ihe  DNR  believes  it  is  not  only  possible,  but  absolutely  necessary,  foe  the 
BLM  to  consider  innovative  solutions  when  deciding  how  to  address  some  of  the 
more  complicated,  yet  necessary  imucs,  of  this  planning  effort.  Paramount  to  this 
discussion  is  how  to  lease  and  develop  the  natural  gas  resource  in  a  responsible  and 
orderly  manner,  Throughout  this  process,  the  DNR  team  has  met  with,  and  received 
information  from,  groups  with  varying  opinions  and  perspectives  on  the  energy 
development  issue  and  how  the  Roan  Plateau  should  be  managed.  This  interaction 
with  groups  and  other  cooperating  agencies  has  been  extremely  valuable  and  helpful 
to  the  DNR  team  os  we  considered  the  multitude  of  issues  associated  with  this 
planning  effort.  As  such,  we  believe  the  principles  we  are  supporting  in  these 
comments  arc  in  many  way*  consistent  with  what  other  group*  and  cooperating 
agencies  have  identified  os  important  issues. 


required  to  follow  -  and  this  will  be  known  and  available  u>  all  stakeholders 
throughout  the  development  of  the  federal  unit.  By  creating  an  undivided  unit  upfront, 
the  expectations  of  how  that  unit  will  be  developed  will  be  clear  and  well  understood 
by  industry,  local  communities,  the  public  and  the  BLM  from  the  very  start 

Ibe  DNR  believes  that  this  model  approach  could  take  into  account  and  deal 
with  many  of  the  natural  gas  development  concerns  Ilia!  were  expressed  throughout 
this  planning  process.  The  DNR  understands  that  federal  units  can  be  divided  or 
undivided.  For  instance,  the  Grass  Mesa  Federal  Unit  is  a  divided  unit  that  includes 
both  public  and  private  mineral  ownership,  and  wax  created  offer  leaves  were  being 
developed  with  multiple  operators.  An  undivided  federal  unit,  like  the  one  we  arc 
recommending,  is  100%  in  federal  ownership  and  would  be  created  os  a  stipulation 
when  natural  gas  leasing  of  the  upper  plateau  commences. 

There  are  many  benefits  to  creating  an  undivided  federal  unit  For  instance, 
while  there  could  be  several  leaseholders,  there  will  only  be  one  operator  on  the  entire 
plateau  over  the  life  of  the  management  plan.  An  undivided  federal  unit  also  provide* 
that  all  leaseholders  will  share  proportionally  in  the  costs  and  revenues  from  the 
beginning  and  throughout  the  development  of  the  unit.  This  helps  control  the  rate  of 
development,  provides  for  orderly  development,  and  eliminates  the  environmental  and 
economic  conflicts  that  would  occur  if  competing  leaseholders  pushed  to  develop  their 
separate  leases  all  at  once.  An  undivided  unit  should  be  easier  for  the  BLM  to 
administer  and  it  should  maximize  (he  consolidation  of  natural  gas  production 
facilities,  roods,  pipelines.,  staging  ureas,  etc. 

If  the  BLM  decides  to  use  this  mechanism  for  leasing  and  development,  the 
DNR  recognize*  that  many  of  the  details  of  how  un  “upfront"  federal  unit  on  the  upper 
plateau  would  actually  function  will  need  to  be  worked  out.  We  look  forward  lo 
working  with  the  BLM,  the  cooperators,  industry  and  other  stakeholders  in  that 
regard.  The  general  parameter!  of  our  model  include  the  following; 


1.  Simultaneous  leasing  of  the  entire  upper  plateau  in  blocks  that  do  not  exceed 
the  statutorily  mandated,  acreage  maximum.  The  DNR  understands  that  the 
BLM  n  limited,  by  law.  lo  a  maximum  lease  size  of  2,560  acres  per  lease. 

2.  Stipulate  that  all  successful  bidden  will  lie  required  lo  immediately  join  an 
undivided  federal  unit  covering  all  34,758  federal  acres  on  the  upper  plateau. 
By  designating  the  entire  top  of  the  plateau  as  a  single  undivided  federal  unit 
there  could  be  multiple  lessees  but  there  will  be  just  one  operator,  and  as  xuch. 
one  set  of  pipelines,  compressor  stations,  staging  grounds,  etc. 

3.  Stipulate  that  there  will  be  less  than  1%  total  surface  disturbance  at  any  one 
time.  Here  the  concept  of  Performance  Based  Management  (PBM)  will  be  one 
of  the  main  stipulation*  agreed  to  when  teases  ore  obtained  and  the  undivided 
federal  unit  is  formed,  This  idea  is  booed  on  the  understanding  that  before  the 
unit  operator  is  issued  new  permits  it  will  have  lo  show  that  the  total  allowed 
surface  disturbance  threshold  ha*  not  been  exceeded  PBM  is  a  management 
approach  that  hinges  on  active  monitoring  and  continual  reclamation  at  the 
same  time  natural  gas  development  is  allowed  to  take  place  in  an  orderly 
fashion  across  the  plateau. 
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4.  Stipulate  (hat  development  will  be  confined  to  ridge  tops  and  Co  the  maximum 
extent  possible  ax  close  to  the  existing  numbered  roads  along  those  ridge  tops 
as  possible.  The  DNR  believes  the  BLM  could  implement  a  “zero’*  net  new 
mads  approach  and  still  accommodate  the  recreation  and  multiple-use  needs  of 
the  public. 

5.  Stipulate  that  drilling  within  the  undivided  federal  unit  will  be  clustered  in  u 
manner  so  as  to  provide  minimal  impact  on  wildlife*  watersheds, 
environmental  and  recreation  values,  etc.  To  facilitate  responsible 
development  from  the  very  beginning,  the  BLM  should  provide  for  an  initial 
phase  of  exploration  in  which  the  unit  operator  identifies  “sweet  spots"  within 
the  respective  lease  block  -  the  configuration  of  which  will  be  drawn  by  the 
BI.M  in  consultation  with  all  necessary  parties. 

The  initial  exploratory  phase  of  development  should  be  restricted  to  the  winter 
months.  In  existing  stipulations,  the  BLM  has  recognized  this  lime  period  to 
be  from  December  I  to  April  1 .  This  phase  of  the  unit  development  will 
provide  the  necessary  information  that  will  allow  future  drilling  activities  to  be 
concentrated  in  the  highest  producing  areas.  This  would  also  allow  the  unit 
operator  to  maximize  the  clficient  use  of  directional  drilling  technology.  The 
BLM  should  also  structure  the  federal  unit  in  a  manner  that  protects  wildlife 
habitat  (e  g.  big  game  birthing  areas,  migration  corridors,  etc.)  and  other  values 
while  still  taking  advantage  of  the  benefits  of  allowing  year-round  access  and 
operations  to  occur  on  the  upper  plateau.  Ultimately,  alt  phase*  of  natural  gas 
exploration,  drilling,  completion,  production  and  reclamation  will  be  stipulated 
upfront. 

6.  Stipulate  that  all  final  NSO,  CSU,  ACEC,  VRM  and  watershed  protection 
designations  will  be  honored. 

7.  Stipulate  that  surface  well  pad  density  will  be  no  closer  than  2,640  feet  with 
some  reasonable  tolerance  of  topographic  factors  and  other  land  use 
considerations  that  will  reasonably  dictate  where  the  actual  location  of  a  well 
pods  should  go.  It  is  important  to  note  that  2,640  feet  is  the  average  distance 
between  well  pads  that  are  located  on  160-acre  density.  Consistent  with  our 
comments  in  2001  on  the  Preliminary  Draft,  the  DNR  supports  160-acre 
surface  density  and  the  use  of  directional  drilling  technology  as  a  responsible 
mechanism  by  which  the  natural  gas  resource  will  be  recovered.  However,  by 
using  distance  as  the  measurement  rather  than  an  absolute  acreage  the  BLM 
could  avoid  “checkerboard  spacing”  and  allow  for  well-pad  locations  to 
remain  cm  ridge  tops  ♦  rather  than  on  slopes  that  might  be  more 
environmentally  intrusive. 

8.  Provide  incentive  to  industry  to  achieve  even  less  well -pad  surface  densities 
(i  ,c.  640  acres)  over  the  life  of  the  plan  whereby  the  utilization  of  wildlife 
mitigation  strategies  (e.g.,  oflMte  mitigation,  mitigation  banking,  habitat 
enhancement  projects,  etc.),  and  the  effective  implementation  of  pcfformancc- 
haxed  reclamation  would  allow  for  a  more  streamlined  and  efficient  permitting 
process. 


Natural  Gas  Leasing  and  Development  -  ihglow  Rim 

The  DNR  believes  that  the  goals  and  objectives  addressed  above,  in 
conjunction  with  those  that  were  staled  in  our  September  2003  and  April  200$ 
comments,  should  be  applied  to  unlcused  public  lands  below  tire  rim.  Unloosed  lands 
below  the  rim  should  be  leased  in  a  manner  that  is  consistent  with  the  stipulations 
covered  in  the  1999  EIS  for  existing  BLM  leases.  Considering  the  mix  of  privute  and 
public  Land  below  the  rim.  the  creation  of  a  federal  unit  here  would  be  significantly 
more  complicated  than  on  lop  of  the  plateau.  While  federal  unitization  below-  the  rim 
may  not  be  preferred,  the  DNR  believes  the  same  goats  and  objective*  we  are 
interested  in  achieving  above  the  run  should  aLso  be  met  below-  the  rim.  The  DNR 
supports  giving  the  BLM  the  necessary  flexibility  to  determine  how  the  unloosed 
acreage  below  the  rira  could  be  leased  in  a  manner  that  will  accomplish  this  some 
outcome. 

Considering  the  importance  of  the  critical  mule  deer  winter  habitat  below  the 
rim,  the  DNR  looks  forward  to  working  with  the  BLM  on  a  creative  leasing  approach 
that  protects  and  even  enhances  the  values  associated  with  this  wildlife  resource 
Staged  leasing  and  a  commitment  to  implementing  and  enforcing  performance-based 
management  will  be  critical  to  this  success.  As  has  been  discussed  in  meetings  with 
the  cooperating  agencies,  the  PBM  approach  is  recommended  as  a  management 
standard  because  it  stipulates  the  goals  and  objective*  that  will  help  describe  a  desired 
"end  product*  while  at  the  same  time  addressing  a  time  frame  for  achieving  various 
resource  concerns,  such  as:  reclamation,  wildlife  habitat,  water  quality,  land  health, 
etc.  The  DNR  believes  PBM  i*  a  critical  management  approach  that  would  provide 
incentive  to:  consolidate  facilities,  minimize  rood  mile*  and  overall  soil  disturbance, 
protect  watersheds,  protect  sensitive  species  and  wildlife  habitats,  and  other  values 
that  have  been  expressed  by  the  public  and  local  communities. 

CoftfCiustOQ 

The  Roan  Plateau  »  a  special  place  in  many  ways.  From  the  vast  natural  go* 
reserve*  and  recreation  opportunities  that  abound  on  (his  landscape,  to  the  unique 
occurrence  of  the  Colorado  River  Cutthroat  Trout  and  the  important  winter  habitat  for 
the  mule  deer,  it  is  not  hard  to  see  why  the  Roan  Plateau  has  received  such  focus  and 
attention  during  this  planning  effort.  Ihe  DNR  appreciates  the  role  we  have  been 
asked  to  play  in  assisting  the  BLM  and  in  working  with  Oliver  cooperating  agencies  to 
sort  out  probable  solution*  to  these  many  issues.  The  DNR  has  especially  valued  the 
relationship  we  have  continued  to  build  with  Garfield  County,  the  City  of  Rifle,  the 
Town  of  Parachute,  Rio  Blanco  County  and  the  City  of  CHanwood  Springs  throughout 
this  process.  The  DNR  recognizes  the  approach  we  offer  here  will  require  additional 
work  and  eons* deration  as  we  sit  down  with  the  BLM  and  the  other  cooperators  to  sort 
out  the  important  details.  The  DNR  looks  forward  to  this  next  step  of  the  process. 
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Brian  Macke 

Director 

Colorado  OifGas  Conservation  Commission 


Ron  Velarde 

N.W.  Regional  Manager 

Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife 


David  Dillon 

Deputy  Director  of  Operation* 

Colorado  OiVCax  Conservation  Commission 


Dean  Higgs 

Area  Wildlife  Manager 

Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife 


Vince  Matthews 
Director  and  State  Geologi* 
Colorado  Geological  Survey 


John  Broderick 
Terrestrial  Biologist 
Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife 


Randy  Engle 

West  Region  Trails  Coordinator 

Colorado  Division  of  ParitAfotdoor  Recreation 


JT  Ramnukc 

District  Wildlife  Manager 

Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife 


Shane  Henry 

Assistant  Director  far  Landi/Eocrgy 
Colorado  Deportment  of  Natural  Resource* 


Kandy  Hampton 

N  W.  Public  Information  Specialist 
Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife 
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•  Consolidate  facilities  pipeline*  and  staging  area* 

•  Minimize  ihc-  number  Ijf  oil  anti  ga*  operator*.  while  allowing  open  leading 

•  Concentrate  drilling  activities  in  a  way  to  provide  for  orderly  development  xnxi 
(he  landscape. 


ScpTc  mher  31,  3X)<i 

Mr  Greg  Guodcnow 

Planning  and  Invmxn  mental  Coordinate 

Bureau  >  4  l^irwi  Management 

Glenw-ood  Springs  l-teld  Office 

>06 2V  Highway  6 

( ilt-nwond  Spring*.  Colorado  SI  IMJl 

IVju  Mr.  Oiwdcoow: 

Please  find  licit- in  response*  kj  the  G orfirld  (.'minty  B«*anl  uf  Cuunty  C*nmm»s*ii.«ner*  to 
(he  “Humewurli  Assignments"  requested  as  pail  of  the  Bl  M  Koan  Plateau  RMP  Review 
PlWev*. 

The  Roan  Hateau  management  planning  prove**  ha*  been  very  tmpre*si*-c-  The 
opp*>r(uiiit>  far  the  Bl  .M  lo  hear  from  the  p®Nk  anti  participating  agencies  ha*  been 
great  The  true**  ha*  offered  Bl.M  ait  opjvwlunily  to  learn  fumi  rvumciou*  stakeholder* 
anti  educate  lho*e  Involved  In  the  dialogue  a*  well.  Although  there  slill  remain  serious 
t*>oe*  of  debate,  we  believe  that  constructive  leaintnc  has  tier  wired  fui  all  parties 
involved. 

Garfield  Counts  agree*  with  the  Department  of  Natural  Rewmreev  stalcmem  that  “...the 
management  plan  for  the  Roan  Plateau  w  ill  require  a  new  w  ay  of  thinking  that  creatively 
look*  at  how  the  mans  impiitant  issues  raised  by  U*al  cummunitie*  and  (he  M*tci**slwd 
public  tan  he  dealt  w  ith  We  believe  it  t*  absolutely  necessary  for  the  Bl  M  to  consider 
innov  ative  sohilkm*  w  hen  deciding  how  to  address  some  of  the  more  controversial  issues 
-  In  this  particular  case  -  how  fc»  lease  and  develop  the  natural  gas  resource  in  a 
responsible  and  cudctly  manner  ”  How  this  is  accomplished  is  still  an  issue  that  will 
require  fine  tuning  We  agree  with  fhc  DfMR's  proposed  aralegte*  for  natural  ga» 
development  man agcmenl.  and  specifically  those  main  paint*  that  include: 

*  Minamnzr  the  amount  and  location  of  surface  disturbance 

•  -Stage  or  duster  drilling  activities  in  way*  In  minimize  imp.-u.~t*  <sn  wildlife. 
tt.i4mh.sl*.  and  other  environmental  and  recre.-M tonal  values 


The  ideal  of  Multiple  Use'  of  public  lands  is  supplied  by  Garfield  County,  but  that  ideal 
should  not  he  translated  into  a  policy  that  implies  "every  possible  u*«  In  every  possible 
place  as  a  land  management  strategy.  Prudent  land  management  decision*  would  operate 
on  a  prenuve  of  an  absolult*  inimrtii/ailon  of  haini  to  area*  with  imitlipk  and  potentially 
competing  values. 

Following  arc  our  specific  response*  to  your  questions  to  the  Cooperating  Partner* 


1- 713  HIM  Ik  interested  in  nil  Information  related  tn  the  care  system  in  lilt  Httan 
Planning  Area. 

The  Garfield  County  Commixxioncrx  have  no  specific  expertise  or  knowledge  in  this 
area,  and  w  ill  defer  to  l)NK  partners  and  other  sources  lo  provide  this  information 

2- 713  input  regarding  how  the  Plan  could  guide  oil  shale  exploration,  firm  the  lark 
of  \nformntum  a  rail  able  today  nr  understanding  of  the  technologies  that  might  he 
applied? 

The  ( fctrfMd  ( 'minty  < 'omratvis inner*  share  with  all  cooperating  pirtMUi  and  parti*  ipnnts 
in  not  having  any  tpecilW  information  jKwji  potential  iuiure  oil  shale  technologic  *  Wi 
would  p»ani  out  lhal  il  remains*  unclear  in  the  Draft  I  IS  whal  is  slill  owned  by  IX  >1  and 
w  hethei  the  Transfer  Act  in  fact  passed  owner  ship  uf  land  to  the  Bl  SI  or  only  the 
management  of  it.  And  additionally  w  hal  patents.,  via  imv  and  other  prior  rights  may  slill 
be  in  force  in  the  I  Tanning  Area.  Providing  this  information  in  narrative  and  mapped 
format*  should  be  a  high  priority,  and  would  be  foundational  for  further  disco*  *ion 

f  urther,  the  Commissuoncr*  would  encourage  some  kmfc  at  'pruhahke'  technologies,  based 
on  previous  and  current  research  effort v  and  would  support  some  attempt  at  a  'w  hat  if 
analysis  in  ihe  narrative  for  the  final  RMP 

further,  the  CoinnKikiMn  would  suggest  that  funds  being  held  to  repay  the  IX  M .  for 
reclaiming  previous  ini  shale  activity  sites  and  work  effottv  would  need  to  l*c  reexamined 
if  lor  sivmc  reason  any  of  tho*c  die*  wee*  lo  become  active  again 

I  irullv,  the  Commissioners  recognize  that  a  new  authorizing  piece  of  legislation  on  oil 
shale  research  and  desclopnvnfl  might  preclude  or  overwhelm  vi'«nc  aspect*  of  ihc  RMP 
and  would  vires*  deal  any  new  level  uf  unforeseen  impact*  will  dome  iheii  own  impact 
amlysh  and  mUlgaftion  strategy  development.  Oil  Shale  Impncts  should  lie  titrated  a*  any 
other  multiple  use,  examined  for  thew  cumulative  impact  on  the  region,  and  held  to  the 
same  standaid*  of  accountability  for  iheir  impact  generation. 


lach  of  these  approaches  In  planncrl  niiiiral  gas  extraction  make  sense  in  all  areas  of 
leasing  and  have  been  supported  recently  by  different  associations.  The  (oh  truths  Mule 
Urn  Association  propoud  a  cotufmohenvlve  approach  to  the  Bt.M  In  response  lo  the 
management  plan  and  the  National  AMecultunuf  Counties  adopted  a  resolution  ihat 
support*  minimizing  the  surface  impact*  of  natur  al  ga*  drilling  on  federal  and  private 
land* 

We  would  encourage  Ihe  Rl  A!  lo  incorporate,  in  Ihe  extent  that  they  one  not  already 
requiring  minimized  impact,  ibis  suggested  approach  to  dulling  activity  no  all  their  lands, 
and  especially  in  protection  on  the  top.  along  die  scenic  cliffs,  anti  m  the  most  sensitive 
hobiialv  that  are  critical  component*  to  a  rvvp.«n*ihle  managerncnl  plan  fur  the  NOSR. 

LXii  leccnnmemljrtion*  would  be  av  folhrwv 

•  incorporate  ihe  DNK's  proporcal  for  surf  ace  nuligolwm  in  the  entire  planning  area 

•  in  those  jmv.i*  not  presenlly  leased,  adopt  the  DNR\  fm^msed  medaod  for  creating 
an  until*  ided  Tedcral  unit 

•  while  activity  in  moving  along  the  I1<kx  of  the  NOSR  in  an  orderly  manner.  Bl.M 
should  accomplish  the  follow  log  after  leasing  on  lop  id  the  plateau 

1 .  evaluate  and  fine  lane  the  surface  mitigation  and  federal  unit  process 

2.  working  w  ith  ihc  compunte*  within  the  federal  unit  on  lop  of  the  plateau, 
creole  o  detoiled  rlrrllmg  plan  which  include*  a  derailed  schethilc  fu* 
activity,  specific  ecpnpment  In  he  weed  for  low  himTicc  impact,  reclamation 
pl.inmny.  vpacinj;  and  disturbance  Impact  mapping  f  IT  Mai  surface 
disturbance  of  >4.7>X  acres  may  be  too  much  area  to  di*4urb  at  one  time 
and  2.640  feet  surface  spacing  may  not  be  rufticienl  In  arc**  acros*  ihe 
lop.  These  number*  ncvxl  to  he  refined  lo  encourage  maximum 
convervalion  and  minimum  space  disiurfKunc  as  logical  incentives  for 
development  and  reclamation  activity  >.  and 

3  ihc  RMP  should  incoeporaac  procedures  In  he  used  for  msmhonnj  air. 
vs aici  noise  and  wildlife  impact,  and  a  plan  foe  successfully  interfacing 
with  uihci  uses  on  ihc  plaleau  A  bowing  eeily  one  opera!**  on  top  through 
uruii/alion  and  mUerfy  drilling  while  stipulating  that  all  protective 
dcMgiuHtons  will  he  honored  (when  ami  if  drilling  take*  place  un  kipl  will 
oiler  rhe  greatest  ^spportueily  of  protecting  ihe  values  greatly  cherished  by 
the  puhlis.  and  the  wildlife. 


3- 7/3  HIM  h  interfiled  in  cooperutors  outlook  on  farced  VSITV/A  TIOS,  or  other 
atlernattre*  which  facilitate  limiting  Infrastructure  Impacts, 

The  GairK-kl  County  C  sxrmiu** toner*  share  ihc  coul*  uf  jll  eni lives  involved  in 
minimizing  ininisum  and  the  duplkaiion  of  infrastructure  development  In  genend  the 
Commissioner*  would  like  to  see  any  vet  of  vlralegics  (hoi  facilitate  condoning  access, 
pipelines  and  compressor*  inKi  a  coheiern  devtlupmcol  plan,  preferably  through  an 
undivided  federal  tMVl 

4- 713  HIM  is  interested  in  t  onpemiing  Agency  thoughts  tie  sugge.sthms  an  haw  HI  At 
might  define  "staged  and  clu sieved. " 

The  Garfield  CouMy  ( ‘rtmmisshvnerx  are  sensMivc  In  ihc  now  surfacing  differing  views 
an  hnw  u>  heM  mine  arc  impacts,  especially  on  wildlife  These  would  iixhnk-  winter  arul 
summer  range,  and  overall  watershed  prrtcdim,  lh.il  can  he  miligaMcd  through  creative 
use  of  phasing  and  clustering  land  nuvniU'ring  i  in  tight  of  reclamation  and  recovery  time*, 
and  these  should  be  applied  throughout  Ihe  NOSR  w ith  special  aftenlkwi  Ui  crhical 
migralkm  route* 

3-713  HI  At  would  input  (tie!  from  (dope  rntiitg  Agencies  in  determine  (dej  the 
location,  size  and  shape  of  parcels  for  leasing. 

The  Garfield  CVuirey  Commisviooer*  would  join  with  Dl.M's  own  staff  in  suggesting  that 
a  final  alternative  ought  to  encourage  hmori  partktpalion  in  leaning  and  no«  limit  by  size 
or  other  constraintv  a  leasing  opportunity  to  only  major  player*  and  larger  industry 
participant'-  Unitization  will  oHow  for  participation  by  every  successful  bidder, 
regardless  of  leave  sire  or  likely  development  constraint* 


6-713  BL.M  h  interested  in  cooperating  agency  Input  regarding  Best  .Management 
Practices  regarding  mod  maintenance. 

Garfield  County  will  lie  pleased  to  wesk  with  ihc  Bl.M  when  d*«c  is  a  Tnunfxxtalkxi 
Management  I'lan  pr-oposc*d  for  the  Planning  Area,  down  to  a  segment  by  segment 
dlKUiUtm.  n»c  C'venriiisvioners  f«d  they  can't  offer  generic  advice  and  refer  the  quedisin 
unless  and  until  road*  are  placed  in  a  context  of  likely  traffic  and  adjacent  values  lo  he 
preserved  1T>e  same  would  apply  to  dust  suppression  slrategtes. 

GarfWhl  County  would  like  lo  encouiage  planning  within  thr  NOSR  that  Identities  mads 
that  will  he  heavily  impacted  hy  traffic,  and  mad  segments  in  senreitive  areas.  t*ul  might 
require  hard  surface  l  real  merits  (  See  response  to  2D- *16  bHow  )  Given  a  willingness  u» 
look  at  phasing,  clustering  and  rolling  dcwlopmcnl  peopo>als.  the  BLM  should  n»X 
assume  licit  it  will  delemrine  a  road  ami  acctrss  plan  fur  20  year*  that  would  be  east  in 
bron/c  at  the  extinct,  bul  should  JiTiiic  in  the  RMP  a  process  that  wtll  khrntify  uses  and 
tieotmcnl  by  phase*,  perhaps  ckricnnimng  only  mapw  spine*  and  haul  route*  at  the  owt*ct. 
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Proposed  Plan/Final  EIS  «  August  2006 
Roan  Plateau  Planning  Area,  Colorado 


CHAPTER  6  ■  CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 


Garfield  County  Final  Letter  (Page  5-8  of  9) 

7-7 i 3  MIM  would  like  input  regarding  tht  development  of  a  monitoring  plan  for  the 
Kuan  C  tiffs  (*lc)  Wanning  Area. 


The  Commissioners  expect  regular  monitor  mg  on  air  quality,  watershed  profcclion.  noise 
rnlnusinn.  surface  disturbance.  reclamation,  wildlife  count*  amt  regular  oversight  by  Rl  Al 
muff. 

9-729  if /.if  needs  input  on  how  the  \S4)  stipulation  thtwltl  he  mapped  for  protection 
of  trout/flsherie  s:  high  versus  moiirtnte  risk  ha  Nutt. 

A-713  Regarding  the  statement  that  the  "KIM  ran  regulate  the  rate  of  drilling. . .  "  **V 
need  language  and  thoughts  regarding  what  rate  si  >  t  of  drilling  or  development  Toil 

Hrruiti  like  HIM  t<>  consider  regulating? 

tirufWM  County  hac  stressed  in  our  previous  comments  arid  in  uitmequcnl  discussions, 
that  maximum  protect  ton  should  he  given  to  value*  on  the  Plateau  Top.  Protection  of  the 
trout  hahu.it  is  also  protection  for  the  Parachute  watershed  drainage  As  wc  understand  it 

Wiki  ami  Scents  Rivet  designation*  may  tall  off  a*  protective  coven,  fen  these  drainages 

1  iar  field  County  foci*  that  out  (fincuMium  have  moved  u\  to  inure  id  a  consideration  of 
rate*  of  disturbance  rather  than  rales  of  drilling,  eliminating  any  rigid  re  strict  iocts  on  rates 
of  development  -  which  should  be  an  asset  to  the  industry  as  well  as  all  other  interest* 
concerned  about  the  NOSR  We  *u*pevt  that  the  number  of  bores,  is  not  an  issue  w  ith 
anyone  The  disturbance  created  by  infrastructure  a«t  traffic  are  still  concerns  The 

DNR  proposal  sets  ihe  stage  for  minimum  disturbance,  disturbance  in  confined  areas, 
di  stance  between  pads,  minimizing  mad  construct  Ism,  .tnd  incentives  he  reclamation 

Unitization  vwls  ilte  stage  be  minimal  buffi*  ansi  intrusion. 

over  time,  when  final  dcternikiatHnt*  are  made,  and  od>  a  result  wc  woukl  Ivc  left  with 

ACT-C  designation*  and  w otershed  protection  overlay*  that  will  operate  into  the  future 

NSO  stipulation*  should  apply  in  any  eireumstance  where  (here  .ire  steep  dope*  and 
immediate  drainage  issues  th.it  would  recull  in  tie  gradation  of  any  of  the  fragile  stream* 
uv  the  NOSR 

IQ-729  HIM  Is  Interested  in  learning  of  any  best  management  practices  fur  dust 
suppression. 

Pad  spacing  would  encourage  the  use  of  the  latest  cuiient  technology  and  the 
development  ot  future  technology  tn  iiuuim/c  bores  horn  a  given  site  The  2650  loc* 
minimum  spacing  proposed  by  DNR  is  crsUifd  by  CurfieU  County  as  a  minimum 
starting  point  This  spacing  recognizes  that  directional  drilling  now  can  accomplish  at 
least  2WX>  and  in  some  instances  3000  foot  final  boro  down  hole  destinations  off  pad. 

The  industry  has  suggested  that  the  overburden  and  geology  on  the  Plateau  Top  might 
complicate  thetr  ability  lit  do  that,  bat  this  spacing  would  only  require  halt  that  distance 
hi  he  effective  in  developing  and  ecu  acting  the  resource  at  what  is  essentially  half  mile 
pad  spacing 

Hatfield  County  join*  the  HI  M  staff  in  facing  this  quandary  Magnesium  (blonde 
application*  cany  with  (hem  come  residual  impact*  that  are  of  concern,  and  w  uer 
application*  ore  also  problematic 

Hard  surfacing  is  probably  the  best  solution  for  dust  control,  erosion  and  other  Issues  and 
should  be  kxtked  at  os  a  stipulation  in  those  areas  that  make  cense  fee  continued  traffk 

The  DNK  proposal  offers  the  ahllity  lo  define  marl  spines  into  development  area*  that 
might  carry  heavy  traffic  in  phases,  and  to  look  at  hard  surfacing  option*  lor  those  roads 
that  might  carry  heavy  traffic  over  extended  periods  of  time  hot  those  roadv  that  w  ill 
cany  IrafYk.  for  limited  periods,  dust  vtppntvvkm  4n>ukl  he  looked  al  and  reviewed  fur 

The  DNS  pmpwal  implies.  Sul  we  would  like  to  vee  this  in  more  specific  language,  that 
development  ’roll*'  acmes  the  hip  of  the  Plateau  in  stages,  ibourbtnc  one  ridge  top  at  a 
time,  with  any  other  exploration  limited  to  very-  preliminary  exploration  while  a  given 
ridge  top  or  polygon  area  1*  developed.  And  that  area  is  reclaimed  in  stage*  prior  to  the 
development  of  any  otbci  ridge  lop  oi  polygon.  Allow  mg  Seismic  testing  tn  advance  of 
future  area  development  may  alleviate  Ihe  need  tor  some  or  all  preliminary  test  wells, 

'this  type  of  development  has  distinct  advantages  lor  wildlife  disturbance.  the  ability  to 
manage-  (scad  aocm  in  phase*,  die  ability  to  work  with  outfitter*  -and  guides  and  grazing 
right  holders  foi  temporary  adjust  merits,  the  ability  to  adjust  hunting  regulation*.  and  ihe 
ability  to  inform  Ihe  general  public  and  recreational  users  about  restrictions  in  place  and 
sotifltcts  within  defined  period*  of  time. 

appropriate  strategic*  for  appropriate  applicatioiic  on  a  c  ase  by  case  hash. 

11-729  HIM  Is  Interested  In  feedback  on  maturgement  prescriptions  stated  in  Tables 

2.1,  2.2  and  2.3,  Art  we  Slating  those  clearly  to  a*  to  define  the  expected  outcome? 
t Performance  (j*rah?l 

( torfteld  County  generally  supports  more  stringent  and  cautious  prescriptions  where  there 
arc  highly  unique  and  Important  values  that  will  need  protection,  or  in  control  factors 
such  a*  weed  manuprinent  Al  the  some  lime.  CuffWId  County  would  request  reasonable 
leeway  in  such  stipulation*  a*  No  Surface  ( kcuponcy  l«v  -allow  for  those  activities  that 
may  enhance  overall  management  goals  (example*  being  tensing,  water  well 
development,  etc. I 

This  type  ot  development  **«narH>  ivnuirt*  careful  thought  hi  advance  and 
communication  w  ith  all  of  the  stakeholder*  involved,  hut  while  that  rvquerv*  inure 
advance  wink  for  Bl.M  staf  f,  it  should  result  in  levs  conflict*  over  the  long  term  and 
easier  immihPni  requirement*  when  put  into  place. 
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12-729  HIM  needs  input  on  applying  XSO  stipulations  for  aU  allowed  uses  and 

7-713  RIM  would  like  input  regarding  the  desrlopment  of  a  mem  tuning  plan  for  the 

exceptions . 

K<*o»  Cliffs  (ski  Planning  Area. 

NSO  stipulations  should  catty  w ith  them  the  highest  value  protection,  but  should  be 
sensitive  to  the  relative  impact*  of  use.  Snx  cut  response  lo  ihe  question  above. 

The  Commtsskxreni  expect  tvgular  monitor  me  on  air  quality,  watershed  protection,  nurse 
inlnision,  surface  dixturhuMtee,  reebnvotjon,  w  iidlife  count*  and  regular  cw’crvight  by  Bl  M 
staff 

13-729  Input  on  list  of  activities  that  shouLI  he  Included  under  the  wUdUfe  timing 
restriction* . 

ft-713  Regarding  the  stttiemeM  that  the  "HI A!  can  regulate  the  rate  of  drilling  . .  *r  H'r 
need  language  and  thought*  regarding  what  ratesiaf  of  drilling  or  development  you 

(lorfield  County  recognize*  that  timing  restriction*  are  «  matter  of  degree  and  lha«  no 
timing  reslrtetiun  should  imply  that  wdl*  wan  t  be  monitored  sn  tepac*  be  made  when 
necessary  ,  or  that  waste  product  maintenance  wuuldnT  continue. 

would  like  HI. If  to  consider  regulating? 

(tor  field  County  feel*  that  our  drw.u*vnm*  have  moved  uv  lo  inn  of  a  con«iderait«vn  of 

14-729  Regarding  ACECs:  A)  which  mapping  configuration  thmild  HIM  use  in  the 
proposed  plan?  ft)  What  stipulations  should  he  applied  to  the  ACEC‘%? 

rale*  of  disturbance  i.uhcr  than  rate*  of  drilling,  clirom.ili.ng  any  ngnl  rcctnction*  on  rate* 
of  development  -  which  should  he  an  asset  to  the  industry  av  well  ;u  all  other  imervcl* 
concerned  about  the  NOSR  Wc  suspect  then  the  number  of  bore*  is  nor  an  issue  with 
anyone  The  disturbance  created  hy  infrastructure  arri  traffic  are  still  concern*-  The 

Oarffuid  County  vuggeas  that  with  ihe  suggestion*  now  from  the  DNR  proposal,  now 
mapping  needs  to  he  done  which  represent*  the  polygon  and  spacing  ami  phasing  of 
development  when  it  might  occur  on  the  Plateau  Top.  Thai  mopping  would  be  s«nMti ve¬ 
to  rood  access  point*  and  unitization  option*  Mapping  option*  should  he  explored  that 
clearly  rtprcwit  VD  ami  other  mean*  for  the  public,  and  industry  to  understand  what 
phasing,  mthng  and  spacing  o(  pad*  might  imply  Stipulation*  for  the  A(  H*»  should 
reflect  concern*  for  trout  hihttaf .  rare  plant  proto,  t ion.  dream  and  watershed  health 
maintenance,  and  wildlife  management 

DNR  proposal  sets  the  stage  for  tnimnutm  disturbance,  disturbance  in  confined  areas, 
distance  between  pads,  minimizing  mad  convtmctlon,  anil  incentives  for  reclamathvn 

Cnili/atton  sets  the  stage  fur  minimal  liafli*  and  intrusion. 

foil  spacing  would  encourage  ihe  use  of  the  latest  cutrent  technology  and  the 
development  of  future  tcchm  .logy  to  maximize  hixrev  from  a  given  *»te  The  365(1  font 
minimum  spacing  pmprwed  by  DNR  k  endor*e«l  by  Oatfteld  County  a*  a  minimum 
starling  p«vitit  This  spewing  recognize*  ihal  three Horv.il  drilling  now  can  accomplish  at 
leavt  2Ut>0  and  in  some  Instance*  3000  foot  final  bore  down  hole  destination*  off  pad. 

IS-&I6  Reclamation.  Read  and  comment  on  the  stipulations  from  the  1999  Eli i. 

The  industry  ha*  suggested  that  the  overburden  and  geology  on  the  ITateau  Top  might 
complicate  their  ability  to  do  that,  hut  tht*  spacing  would  only  require  half  that  distance 

{ lorfield  County  feel*  that  the  Bl.M  ha*  adequate  reclamation  mice  in  place  ClarfieU 

County  is  sensitive  to  the  reclamation  requirement*  that  would  he  imposed  on  any 
devekxpment  based  on  elevation  and  rainfall  Garfield  County  i*  also  sensitise  to  the 
phasing  of  reclamation  after  lnili.il  development  and  eventual  field  reclamation 
expectation*  should  he  varied  fused  on  elevation  and  rainfall,  ami  terrain  Stipulation*, 
however,  should  be  spelled  out  ami  adequate  monliortng  and  tracking  provided  lor  in 

B1  M  staffing  requirements. 

tn  he  effective  in  developing  and  extracting  the  resource  at  what  is  essentially  half  mile 
pad  spacing 

The  DNR  prufnwal  implies,  hut  we  would  like  to  see  this  in  more  specific  language.  lh^ 
itevelopment  VtoOk'  otros*  the  top  of  the  Plateau  in  stage*,  disturbing  one  ridge  top  at  a 
tiini*.  with  any  other  expiorjtnwi  limited  to  *er>  preliminary  c\pk>raftKsi  w  hile  a  given 
ridge  top  or  polyff0*  area  i*  developed.  And  that  area  i»  reclaimed  in  stage*  prior  to  the 

Ift-SIh  HIM  needs  " Ifuhhard  Mesa  -  what  should  the  surface  stipulation*  he"  H hat 
activities,  setting,  use?  Should  this  area  he  designated  SRMA  7  Is  the  area  stunrthing 
we  can  make  work  a»  a  "special"  rec  arm  7  (why,  why  nut?i 

development  uf  any  othei  rkJge  top  or  polygon.  Allowing  Seivmk.  testing  in  advance  of 
future  area  development  may  alleviate  Ihe  need  lor  some  sir  all  prehmtnory  test  wells 

This  type  of  desekvpmem  has  distinct  advantages  fsv  wildlife  di-tfurivancc.  the  abtltty  to 
manage  nvad  occcvs  in  phases,  the  jfnlitv  lo  wvwi  with  outfitters  ami  guides  and  grazing 
right  holders  fur  temporary  adjustments,  (hr  ability  U»  adjuq  hunting  regulation*,  and  the 

We  would  like  lo  suggest  that  whatever  happen*  on  Hubbard  Mesa,  that  private  land 
owner*  there  dexrve  special  con*klcratk>n  for  their  concern*  about  Intrusion  and 
interference  with  their  enjoy  ment  and  utilization  of  their  land.  That  would  imply  at  leaM 
signage  and  clear  boundary  dehncalnwi  m  the  ttticrWn.  no  malt«  what  sohrthei  tv 
developed  SRMA  designation,  tn  thiv  cave,  is  probuNy  only  warranted  due  fo 
conflicting  use  and  not  «iy  special  qualities  of  the  place  Itself 

ability  to  inform  ihe  genrral  public  and  rccreatlnn.il  user*  ahrwii  re*trk  luvnv  m  place  and 
sunlit* t*  w  ithin  defined  jieilods  uf  Lime. 

This  type  of  development  scenario  require*  careful  thought  in  advance  and 
communication  with  all  of  the  stakeholder*  involved,  hut  whlk  that  rvqumrs  mure 
advance  work  for  Bl.M  staff.  Kt  *h<xjld  tv*ull  in  levs  conflicts  over  Nk  ke»g  term  and 
caster  rnonttveing  icqun vtncnr*  when  put  into  place. 

7 
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Garfield  County  fully  expects  the  Bl-M  to  provide  in  the  final  KMP  a  full  traffic  analysis, 
broken  down  by  vehicle  type,  peak  h*.*ur  tral Ik.  and  access  point*  Into  the  NOSK  for  any 
•ante  of  allw-mati'cs.  Further.  dial  ti.ilfiw  analysis  will  analyze  key  Intel  Martian  points 
where  stale  highways  ate  axvvxxl  ami  whether  or  not  current  wairants  fur  auco  are 
exceeded,  and  likely  cost*  for  those  intersection  improvements.  and  ume  analysts  of 
available  payment  ntructUfc*  for  those  improvements.  Evidence  of  consultation  with 
CDOT  and  FHWA  should  he  piov  Ided.  CUnvexjurnl  impacts  on  highway*  within 
municipal  jurisdictions  should  also  be  modeled,  ami  any  upgrading  defined  with 
won  sequent  com  analysis. 

Garfield  County  teller  ales  its  strung  objection  to  (lie  IQS  Trail  being  utilized  fur  any 
industrial  iiaffic  from  the  BLM  boundary  line  hi  its  intersection  with  the  Rtrn  Rood. 


2i-M6  A  nr  tp+ttfic  Itutguou* f  recommended  to  narrate  the  *talut  of  nil  ihate  In  the 
plan* 

Garfield  County  will  rely  on  the  5 CM  and  consultant  staff  to  collect  the  latest  available 
data  on  use  of  public  land*  by  oil  whole  interests,  and  incorporate  I  he  language  limn  the 
recent  Energy  Rill  passed  by  Congress  Specifically .  the  KM  I*  should  address  whether  or 
not  gas  development  will  somehow  pre-empt  future  oil  vh.ik  development  ami 
mitigattaon*  ih.it  might  he  implied  In  any  case,  ml  shale  development  should  he  reviewed 
with  the  same  standard*  and  criteria  for  all  internal  and  external  impucl*  that  would  he 
implied  in  any  major  use  proposed  on  public  lands  within  the  NOSR 


John  Martin.  Chau 
September  20.  2005 
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September  22,  3005 

Mr,  Grog  Guudcntm 
Planning  and  I  nvm>nmrnljl  Conrdinainr 
Bureau  of  l-and  Management 
C  Kenwood  Springs  I  kid  Office 
XX29  Hlghw  j>  6 

dice  wood  Springs.  Colorado  SI  60 1 
rVrar  Mr.  GouJenaw 

IHK  letter  rrpn-M  nis  my  minority  opinion  a*  n  C&rftek)  i  ounty  Commissioner  lo 
Ilk  IlLM-Koan  piuuau  itMIV  Including  rwpmwi  lo  the  Homework  Assignment* 
requested  as  a  part  of  the  review  process.  Although  I  agree  with  the  majority  or 
what  h  contained  In  my  Mh«  t  onamlwtoners*  letter,  t  do  not  agree  with  the  limited 
nature  of  the  official  aunlt  mptiiUK'.  I  would  like  for  my  opinion  to  go  on  record, 
therefore  I  ion  submitting  my  letter  separately. 

lire  primary  dUhllKV  you  will  find  In  my  Irtler  h  my  support  for  no  ImmretLiU 
leasing  on  the  R«*n  Phtieuu  lop  until  need  b  further  analyzed  and  Identified.  and 
my  wppoii  for  the  l  (immunity  AHcnuAlvt  language,  dated  August  21105. 
Additionally,  reference  1«  drilling  on  lop  of  (he  Rum  Plulewu  b  tampered,  other 
than  those  changes,  the  letter  remains  tin-  same  as  Garfield  County N  nmrtul  tetter 
submitted  on  September  20,  2005.  Where  my  opinion  sutlers  from  that  of  Ihr 
cosinly  '*  official  k'llrr.  I  reference  ihr  position  in  the  singular  and  have  ludditl  for 
easier  Went  Hlcat  ton 

IT»e  roll  owing  |s  my  Independent  response: 

The  Roan  Plateau  nrunagcnwivl  planning  pence--*  ha-  been  very  impressive.  The 
opportunity  for  the  BI.M  U>  hear  from  the  public  and  paiiu  ipattng  agcnsic-  ha>  been 
great  The  process  has  offered  Bl  Al  an  opportunity  to  learn  from  numerous  stakeholders 
and  educate  those  involved  in  the  dialogue  as  well.  Although  them  still  rcm:un  senous 
issue*  of  debate,  wc  believe  that  sunMniitlvc  learning  has  occurred  fur  all  isulic* 
involved 


A  conduct  spacing  und  disturbance  impact  mapping  ( 1  r*  total  surface 
disturbance  of  .14,75(1  were*  may  l»e  too  much  area  to  disturb  at  une 
ttanc  and  2 .<>40  feet  surface  spacing  may  not  he  sufficient  In  areas 
acre**  (he  lop.  t  hese  numbers  need  to  be  refined  to  encourage 
nuivlmnm  convert  ntloti  and  minimum  spare  disturbance  as  logical 
tmvtithes  for  drvrinpniml  and  reclamation  activity  t,  unit 
4.  ibe  R\IP  should  incorporate  procedures  to  he  used  for  monitoring  air, 
water,  noise  and  w ikfhlc  impact,  ami  a  plan  For  successfully  inlcrlacim; 
with  other  uses  on  ihc  plateau  Allowing  only  one  operate*  on  top  through 
ujuli/alum  anti  orderly  drilling  while  stipulating  lhal  all  protective 
designations  will  be  honored  (w  hen  anti  if  drilling  lakes  place  on  topi  w  ill 
offer  Ihc  greatest  opportunity  of  protecting  the  values  greatly  shciished  by 
Ihc  poMis.  .and  the  w  ildlife 

Regardless  of  whether  o-r  not  extraction  activity  h  ultimately  planned  for  the  top  of 
the  Roan  Hateuu.  I  reel  the  HI  M  should  Imwporute  the  C  ommunity  Alternative, 
dated  August  1 6.  2005,  Into  their  final  preferred  Alternative,  and  as  suggested 
therein  and  in  your  language  for  mlttgaltores  and  strategies  for  Alternative  Two  in 
the  Draft,  fire  ( (immunity  Alternative  Identifies  components  of  the  BLM’* 
suggested  Alternatives  that  are  most  compatible  wMh  Ihc  special  churmTcrtslir*  id 
the  Roan  Italeau  and  In  tandem  with  the  notion  or  minimizing  surface  Impact, 
allowing  only  one  operator  on  top  through  unlttntlon  and  orderly  drilling  whHe 
stipulating  that  all  protective  designations  win  be  honored  (when  and  If  drilling 
lakes  place  on  top)  will  orfer  the  greatest  opportunity  of  protecting  the  values 
greatly  cherished  by  tin-  public...  ami  the  wildlife. 

(riven  Ihr  hulk  of  the  74,1HM>  comments  rerrlvvd,  and  Ihsit  the  majority  of  Ummt  that 
weren’t  form  letters  umi  represented  convidertsl  responses  from  local,  regional  and 

national  convimiencles  concerned  about  this  area  supported  no  drilling  activity  In 
NOSH  1  aiwt/or  exIraiK  allcntlon  to  the  preservation  of  Important  values  on  the  lop 
of  the  PtalnMi:  U»e  BI.M  viiuuld  only  proceed  Co  lease  und  ullow  drilling  In  1SOSK  1 
with  the  greatest  amount  of  caution  and  care.  Ideally  after  ucltvlty  has  been 
(vunpirted  chew  he  re  In  the  Ruuutgrmmt  area. 

The  ideal  of  'Multiple  Ute'uf  public  lands  iv  supported  by  Gatfickl  County,  bul  lhal  ideal 
-should  nut  be  translated  into  a  policy  that  implies  'every  posuhlc  uw  in  every  possible 
place'  »s  a  land  management  strategy.  Prudent  land  management  decisions  would  operate 
on  a  premise  of  an  absolute  imrsiini/jlion  uf  harm  lu  aivas  with  multiple  and  potentially 
competing  values 

I  do  not  find  In  U»e  Bl. M's  analysis  lu  this  pulnl  any  compelling  tired  lo  place  the 
NONR  I  f  rialean  lnp>  In  active  planning  for  oil  and  gw  leaving  or  drvrlupmenl 
during  die  life  of  the  proposed  RM1\  With  50  drilling  rigs  currently  active  hi 
Gnrfkld  County,  operating  on  private  and  other  BI.M  lands  |85*S  are  leased 
already  I,  and  capable  of  drilling  approximately  1000  well  hurts  per  year,  the  careful 
and  Ihouglitful  leasing  of  NOSR  ,l  and  withholding  of  any  addltlorui]  leasing  of 


(iarOeid  County  agrees,  with  the  Department  of  Natural  Rcstum.'cv  statement  tlvat  "...the 
management  plan  for  Ihc  Roan  I'lan-au  will  require  a  new  way  of  thinking  that  creatively 
looks  at  bow  ihc  many  hntxirtanl  issues  raised  by  local  sommunitio  and  the  Interested 
public  san  Is;  dealt  w  ith,  We  talks*  it  u..  .absolutely  nevessary  fur  the  BI.M  U>  consider 
inrun alive  solutions  when  deciding  how  m  address  some  of  the  more  controversial  issues 
in  this  particular  ease  -  how  lo  lease  amt  develop  the  naiural  gas  resource  in  a 
responsible  and  orderly  manner  "  How  this  t*  aecomplished  is  stilt  an  issue  lhal  will 
require  tine  tuning.  Wc  agree  with  the  DNK'v  purposed  strategies  for  natural  gas 
development  management.  and  specifically  those  main  points  that  include: 

•  Minimize  the  amount  ami  Itvatum  of  suilswc  disiutbonee 

•  Stage  or  cluuer  drilling  activities  in  wavs  lo  miniint/c  impisls  on  wildlife, 
watersheds,  and  «*ber  environmental  ami  recreational  values 

•  Consolidate  facilities,  pipelines  and  staging  aican 

•  Minimize  Ihe  number  of  nil  and  gas  operators,  while  allowing  open  leasing 

•  Concentrate  drilling  activities  in  a  way  to  provide  for  orderly  development  across 
the  landscape. 


Hash  of  these  approaches  lo  planned  natural  gas  extraction  make  sense  in  all  areas  of 
leasing  and  have  been  supported  recently  by  different  associations.  The  C'«4orado  Mule 
rVer  Association  proposed  a  comprehensive  apprsuch  to  the  fU  M  in  response  lo  die 
management  plan  and  the  National  AsukioIk*)  ol  Counties  adopted  a  reurlution  lh.it 
supports  (iiiniini/ine  the  suifacc  impacts  of  naiural  gas  di tiling  on  fcdctul  and  ptivalc 
lands. 

Wc  would  encourage  the  BI.M  to  incoiporate.  to  the  extent  that  (hey  are  not  already 
requiring  minimized  impact,  ihiv  suggested  approach  to  drilling  activity  on  all  their  lands, 
and  especially  in  protection  on  the  top,  along  the  scenk  cliffs,  and  in  the  mod  sensitive 
habitats  that  are  critical  components  lu  a  responsible  management  plan  ft*  the  NOSR. 

My  rccomromdatlons  w  ould  be  i»  folionv: 

•  incorjioijU-  the  DNR's  pvipusal  for  surface  mitigation  in  the  entire  jsl.inmnc’  area 

•  tn  those  areas  not  presently  leased,  adopt  the  I  )\K  's  propt  wed  methoil  lor  creating 
an  undivided  federal  unit 

•  whllr  activ  ity  b  moving  along  tlw  floor  of  tlic  NOSR  in  an  orderly  manner 
Ihnaigh  to  rnnipteltun,  BI.M  slinuld  amxnpltsli  the  follow  tug: 

1  evaluate  and  line  tune  the  surface  mitigation  and  federal  unit  process 
2.  specify  for  (hr  companies  Interested  In  w orklng  within  the  federal  unit 
on  top  of  the  plateau,  the  requirement  Tor  a  detailed  drilling  plan 
which  Includes  a  detailed  wbethile  for  acttvlt}.  specific  equlpnawit  to 
t*  ttwl  for  low  surface  Impact,  and  mhinilhiii  planning. 


NOSR  1  during  the  life  or  fhh  RMP  should  suffice  to  meet  Ihe  (mention  and 
direction  of  the  i  ransfvr  Act.  industry  prnjev Hons  Indicate  that  the  number  of  rigs 
operating  Just  In  Gurfkld  County  may  wall  Increase  tu  HO  or  90  within  a  few  years, 
and  the  drilling  rate*  will  expand  lo  1600  or  more  well  hores  per  year  In  Ihe  short 
term  future.  Thb.  now  places  Garfield  County  as  llie  top  county  within  Colorado 
for  well  development 

As  KI.PMA  places  a  high  degree  of  value  In  (he  evaluation  process  on  vustnlnahlflty, 
and  tlie  extraction  of  natural  gas  In  GarfIcM  County  n<»w  approaches  a  ’boom’  rate* 
•  with  the  consequent  Impact*  twi  labor  force,  housing  and  services  provision  -  I 
would  suggest  lhal  any  development  of  NOSK  1  be  reserved  until  such  lime  where 
the  eventual  leasing  and  development  on  the  Plateau  lop  will  serve  tn  sustain  the 
Jobs  and  the  flow  of  nulunt!  guv  now  being  created  und  sustained  through  the 
development  of  oilier  land*,  both  public  and  private.  At  this  time  technology  should 
he  better  suited  for  accomplishing  whal  the  IINK*s  proposal  sets  out  to  protect, 
perhaps  to  tlw*  p^ilnt  where  dRturhance  on  the  top  h  not  necessary. 

I  he  final  KMC  should  reserve  the  leasing  and  development  of  the  NOSK  1  Plateau 
l  op  until  Ihc  opening  of  Hum-  land*  will  serve  to  sustain  job*.  Industrial 
Infrastructure  and  the  flow  of  natural  gas  to  meet  national  needs  at  that  point  In 
time.  If  that  should  occur  during  the  life  of  this  RMI*.  clear  thresholds  should  be 
established  to  Justify  an  KMI*  amendment  allowing  leasing  and  drilling  on  NOSK  I. 
And,  at  that  point  In  time,  the  methodology  and  stipulations  that  have  come  roit  of 
this  collaborative  process  should  be  applied  lo  that  leasing  and  development 
process,  with  the  greatest  protections  feasible  and  reasonable  to  protect  other 
values- 


hollowing  arc  speed  k  responds  lo  yxvur  questions  to  the  Cooperating  Fart  nets: 


1- 713  BIM  b  intrmted  in  afl  infvrmatiun  related  it >  Ihe  cave  »y*tem  fit  the  Rtnin 
Planning  Area. 

The  Garlield  County  CommissUvncrs  have  no  specific  c sportive  or  knowledge  in  this 
area,  and  w  ill  defer  to  l)NR  partners  and  other  voimres  to  provide  this  information 

2- 713  Input  regarding  how  the  Flan  could  guide  ail  \hale  exploration,  ftaff  Ihe  fair* 
a/  information  avuthihU  today  or  understanding  of  the  technologies,  that  might  he 
applied  7 

The  (mi field  County  OmiruissinrH'ts  share  w  1th  all  sonpetaim^  puiincrs  at*!  paiiisi[\inis 
m  not  hav  ing  any  specific  information  aKwit  potential  future  oil  shale  technologies.  We 
woukl  psvint  out  lhal  it  remains  unclear  in  the  Draft  I  IS  whal  Is  still  owned  by  DOF.  ami 
wtathei  the  Transfer  Act  in  fact  passal  uwneiship  of  loml  to  ihe  Rl  M  i*  only  the 
trian.igvrm.-n4  of  it.  And  additionally  whal  patents,  claims  and  Other  prior  lights  uray  *till 
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he  kn  lorve  in  (lie  Planning  A rea.  Pnn  idlng  this  information  in  narrative  and  mapped 
formats  should  he  a  high  prkvniy  and  would  he  fnaiHiatkinai  for  further  discussion 

luilhct.  (he  Commissioner*  w  knuwjp-  Mime  al  jHuhiiMc  technolog  iv',  bused 
on  previous  and  current  research  effnitv  .m»l  *>>uUI  wippoii  ornc  attempt  at  a  ‘what  if 
analyst*  in  the  narrative  far  the  final  RMP 

l-uilhri.  the  C'ommtvskwier*  wmld  suggest  that  fund*  being  held  U*  repay  the  IXJfc  for 
reel  jiimny:  previous  oil  shale  activity  cite*  amJ  work  effort*  would  need  In  be  ivexan lined 
if  fat  mw  reason  any  of  those  site*  were  to  hcsrenc  active  again 

Finally.  the  Commissioner*  recognise  that  a  new  authorizing  piece  of  leyislatmnon  oil 
shale  research  and  development  might  prec  lude,  or  overwhelm  some  aspect*  of  the  RMI’ 
and  would  *tre**  that  any  new  level  of  unforeveen  Impart*  will  «Sc*erve  their  own  impact 
analysis  and  mitigation  strategy  development.  <  >ll  Shale  Impact*  should  he  treated  as  any 
■.<h«  multiple  use.  examined  for  their  cumulative  Impact  on  the  region.  and  hekl  to  the 
same  standard*  erf  accountability  few  their  Impact  feneration 


3- 713  MAI  h  Intrrvdef  Ifl  ftifkw*  on  /wrf  VSTTT2A TtOS,  or  other 

alternatives  W hich  facilitate  limiting  Infrastructure  tmpa i  b, 

The  Garfield  County  (  \vmmsjsioner*  chore  the  goal*  of  all  enrilicc  involved  in 
minimizing  intrusion  and  ihc  duplication  nf  infrastructure  ties  chspmenri  in  general  the 
<  'ommivooners  would  like  to  vee  any  set  of  strategic*  that  facilitate  combining  acccvv 
pipelines  and  compressor*  mlo  a  coherent  dewlopmcni  plan,  preferably  through  an 
undivided  federal  unit.’ 

4- 7 JJ  MM  Is  inlertsted  in  (  oopervltng  Agency  thoughts  or  suggestions  on  how  MM 

might  define  "staged  and  clustered.  " 

The  Garfield  County  CTennu  sooner*  arc  sensitive  lo  the  now  surfacing  differing  views 
on  huw  to  ties*  mitigate  impact*.  irspcviully  on  wildlife  These  would  include  winter  and 
summci  range,  and  overall  watershed  protection,  that  can  he  null  gated  through  creative 
use  of  phasing  and  clustering  land  monitoring)  In  light  of  reclamation  and  recovery  times, 
aud  these  should  he  applied  Ihtvughcnrt  the  NOSH  with  special  attention  to  critical 
migration  route*. 

2-713  HIM  would  input  (tie)  from  ( rorpr  rating  Agencies  In  determine  t  tic  l  the 
location,  size  and  shape  of  parcels  for  leasing. 

The  OorAekl  County  CommUtioncrk  would  join  with  Bl  M’s  «mn  staff  in  suggesting  ihat 
a  final  uflemaiive  ought  lo  encourage  broad  participation  in  leasing  and  not  limit  by  Maw 
or  other  constraints  a  leasing  opportunity  to  only  map*  players  and  larger  industry 


partK’ipaniv  Unitization  wilt  allow  fur  participation  by  every  successful  NAkr. 
regardless  of  lease  size  or  likely  development  constraints. 


6- 713  HIM  is  int eretted  in  cooperating  agency  input  regarding  first  Management 
Practices  regarding  road  maintenance. 

Garfield  County  will  he  pleased  to  work  with  the  Bl  M  when  there  is  a  TnatpntMon 
Management  Haft  proposed  fat  the  Planning  Area,  down  to  a  segment  by  segment 
discussion  The  Commissioners  lee)  they  can't  offer  generic  advice  and  refer  the  question 
unless  and  until  rvsads  arv  placed  in  a  contest  uf  likely  traffic  and  adjacent  values  to  be 
preserved.  The  same  would  apply  h’  d»M  suppression  strategic*. 

Garfield  County  would  like  to  encourage  pi. inning  within  the  NOSR  that  identifies  mads 
that  will  he  heavily  impacted  by  traffic,  and  mari  segments  in  cenvittvc  areas,  that  might 
impure  hard  surface  Irc.vinv'rvts  1  See  response  lo  2tJ-Xlh  below)  Given  a  willingness  to 
look  ui  phasing,  clustering  and  rolling'  development  proposals,  the  Bl  M  should  not 
assume  that  it  will  determine  a  mad  and  access  plan  for  21)  years  that  would  he  cost  in 
bron/e  at  the  outset,  hut  should  define  In  the  KMP  a  prv*©»s  liut  will  identify  uses  and 
ire  ailment  hy  phases,  perhaps  determining  only  mayor  spines  and  haul  routes  al  l  he  outset 

7- 7  J  3  HIM  would  tike  input  regarding  the  drerlnpment  of  a  Monitoring  plan  for  the 
Roan  (  tiffs  f  sic)  Planning  Area. 

The  Commit- doner*  expect  regular  monitoring  cm  air  quality,  watershed  protection,  imk 
intrusion,  surface  disturbance,  reclamation,  wildlife  counts  and  regular  oversight  by  fll.M 
staff 

11-713  Regarding  the  statement  that  the  "MM  can  regulate  the  rate  of  drilling. . . "  H  r 
need  language  and  thoughts  regartHng  what  rates! \ )  of  drilling  or  development  }ok 
w-imld  like  HIM  tv  consider  regulating? 

Garfield  County  feels  that  mar  discussions  luve  moved  us  lo  more  of  a  consideration  of 
rates  of  disturbance  rather  than  rates  of  drilling,  eliminating  any  rigid  restrictions  on  rales 
of  ckr> cloptiR-nl  which  should  be  an  asset  lo  the  industry  as  well  a*  all  other  interests 
concerned  .lKnri  the  NOSK  We  suspect  that  the  number  nf  hnn»  is  not  an  issue  with 
anyone  The  disturhunce  created  hy  infra  sink,  tun;  and  traffic  arc  dill  concerns  Ihc 
DNR  proposal  sets  the  stage  («*  ruimrtiuni  disturbance.  dlstuHeincc  in  confined  arras, 
distance  hetsceen  pads,  mlniiniylng  mad  convtiiKtion.  and  incentives  fur  rwlaiiutfion 
Cnrti/aluwi  cels  the  Mage  for  minimal  traffic  and  intrusion 

l*ad  spacing  would  encourage  the  use  of  the  latest  current  technology  and  the 
development  of  future  technology  to  inastmi/e  bores  from  a  given  site.  The  26S0  foot 
minimum  spacing  proposed  by  DNR  is  endorsed  hy  Garfield  County  as  a  minimum 
stalling  point  This  spacing  nxuglUcs  that  directiorul  drilling  now  can  accomplish  at 
least  2D0t)  and  in  sent  instances  _V)00  Foot  final  buv  dkiwn  hide  destinations  off  |iwl 


The  DNR  proposal  implies,  hul  we  would  like  to  see  this  in  nxire  specifK.  language,  that 
development  rollss.'  across  the  lop  ol  the  llaleau  in  stages.  iCotBtnlwlooef  lloupt 
Wltrtt  and  If  netlvlfy  mum  lo  the  lop  nf  Ihr  I’lglt'im)  thslurhing  one  ridge  top  at  a 
time,  w  ith  any  other  exploration  limited  to  very  pnHirninory  exploration  while  a  given 
ridge  lop  m  polygon  area  is  developed  And  lh.it  area  is  reclaimed  in  stage*  prior  k*  the 
dcvclepmenl  of  uny  other  ridge  lop  or  polygon  Allowing  5keisjnic  testing  in  advance  of 
future  area  development  may  alleviate  the  need  for  some  or  all  preliminary  test  wells. 
Ibis  lype  of  rlevelopment  has  dtMinrt  advantages  for  w  ikflde  disturbamce.  the  ability  to 
manage  ruad  access  m  pluses,  the  ability  hi  wuik  with  oullhtcrv  and  guides  and  graying 
right  holders  for  lempararv  adprstments.  the  ability  to  adjust  hunting  regulation*,  and  (he 

ability  to  inlonn  the  general  public  and  recreational  users  about  restriction*  in  place  and 
vonlltcts  within  defined  p»md%  of  time 

This  type  of  development  scenario  requires  careful  (heiughl  in  advance  and 
communication  w  ith  all  of  the  stakeholders  involved,  hut  while  that  requires  more 
advance  w*»k  lor  BI.M  staff,  it  should  ivntcll  in  less  csmllirts  over  the  long  term  and 
earner  monihwmg  requirements  when  put  in»  place 


9- 729  HIM  Hmh  Input  on  ham  the  S’SO  stipulation  sheatld  he  mapped  for  prrttecri  on 
of  Imut/flsheries:  high  versus  moderate  risk  hahilut. 

Oatfteld  County  has  stressed  inour  pirvious  comments,  and  in  «uhkoqucnl  discussions, 
that  maximum  prutexlion  should  be  given  lo  values  on  the  Plateau  Top  PrmectKui  of  the 
trxwt  habitat  Is  iko  poKeclion  fie  the  Pauclwilc  watershed  drainage.  As  ux  undcrvland  it. 
W»kJ  and  Scenic  River  designations  may  fall  off  as  protective  covers  fat  then*  diatnagcv 
user  time,  when  final  dcterniinaliuns  are  made,  and  as  a  ic-sult  we  would  he  left  with 
ACGC  designations  and  watershed  protection  *»>crlays  that  will  operate  Into  the  future 
\K< )  slipulalkin*  should  apply  in  any  c  ircuimiance  whet*-  there  are  steep  slope*  and 
immediate  drainage  issue*  that  would  rrsull  in  degj adatnari  of  any  ol  (lie  Irogilc  slivoms 
In  the  NCJSR. 

10- 729  HIM  is  interested  iu  learning  of  any  hex!  management  practices  for  dust 
suppression 

( iartkld  t  i mntv  joins  the  III  M  staff  in  lacing  this  tpundary  Magnesium  (Tdoride 
opptlcatUms  cany  with  them  some  residual  impacts  tliun  are  of  corkcin.  and  water 
application*  are  al»o  pnvWcmatic 

Hard  surfacing  is  proKihly  the  best  solution  for  <hrsl  control,  crmbvn  and  other  ivate*  and 
shouhf  he  kvoked  al  as  a  stipulation  in  ihose  areas  thai  make  sense  hv  conlinued  traffic. 
The  DNR  prtqvfsal  offer*  the  ability  lo  define  mad  spine*  ir»t*» deve lopmeni  areas  that 
might  carry  heavy  traffic  in  phases,  and  to  look  ol  hanf  surfacing  options  for  tfvvse  roark 


that  might  carry  heavy  traffic  over  extended  periods  of  time  bur  those  roads  that  will 
carry  traffic  for  limited  pcimdv  cknt  supprevsnui  should  he  loolced  al  and  reviewed  fxv 
jp1H'».qn  i ate  strategics  fre  appropriate  applicatkuis  on  a  case  by  case  basis. 

/ 1-729  HIM  is  interested  in  feedback  oh  management  prescriptions  stated  in  Tahirs 
2.1,  2.2  and  2 'Jt.  Are  we  stating  those  dearly  so  as  in  define  the  exported  outcome? 

1  Performance  Goats?) 

I  would  prefer  language  slated  In  the  Community  Alternative,  dated  August  200?. 
offered  In  response  tn  the  draft  RMP,  which  primarily  support*  managetnenl 
prescriptions  from  A  It  c  mat  he  2. 

( l.irfk  id  County  generally  Wlpport*  more  stringent  and  cautious  prescriptions  where  there 
are  highly  unique  and  import  ant  value*  thal  will  need  protection,  or  in  control  factor* 
such  as  wxed  management.  At  the  same  time.  Garfield  County  would  request  reasonable 
leeway  in  such  stipulations  as  Nu  Surface  (Xcupumy  tu  alktw  far  those  activities  dial 
inay  enhame  useiall  marupcnirnt  gtxilv  (exomplirv  being  fencing,  water  well 
development,  etc. ) 


12-729  HIM  needs  Input  on  applying  \SO  stipulation*  far  all  allowed  uses  and 
rxcepticsn* 

NSO  slipol.it  km*  should  carry  with  I  hem  the  highest  value  protect  ton  hul  should  he 
sensitise  to  the  relative  impacts  of  use  Sec  inr  response  to  the  rpur-Uion  above 

12-729  Input  <*n  Hit  of  activities  that  should  he  included  under  the  wildlife  riming 
restrictions . 

Gat  field  County  revognt/es  that  liming  mtrktkmi  ate  a  fruiter  of  degree,  ami  that  no 
inning  restriction  should  imply  that  wells  can’t  he  monitored  or  repairs  he  made  when 
necessary,  or  that  waste  product  maintenance  wouldn't  enntinur. 

14-729  Hrgardiag  ACEC'a  Al  which  mapping  coafiguruthtn  should  Hl-M  use  in  the 
proposed  plan  ?  Bl  What  srtpuUuittn*  should  he  applied  to  the  ACEC’b? 

Garfield  County  suggests  that  w  nh  the  suggestions  now  from  the  DNR  pnqvw.nl  new 
mapping  need*  bt>  be  d»nv  which  represent*  the  polygon  and  spewing  and  phasing  ol 
development  when  n  might  occur  on  the  Plateau  Top  That  mapping  would  he  sensitive 
to  road  occevs  polite  and  uniti/ation  options  Mapping  options  should  he  cxpbweif  that 
clcaly  represent  J»D ami  other  means  for  the  pwblk  ami  industry  to  understand  what 
phasing,  tolling  and  sfxw  lng  of  pad*  might  Imply.  Stipulatlieis  for  the  ACBC*  shoukl 
reflect  ccMKvins  for  trout  habitat,  rare  plant  piutcvtkm.  stream  and  watershed  health 
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Garfield  County  Minority  Opinion  (Page  9-11  of  1 1) 


iiwuiunjiM-.  jikI  *1  JUUle  nuiugsmsnl.  (CoflunUHtoncr  H»upt  nolcs:  Specifically  a> 
referenced  la  the  Community  Flan,  dated  August  2WI5I 

IS-Jtln  Krthtmafinu  Read  and  comment  on  the  stipultgians  front  the  1 999  WV 

( loifield  t 'ounty  fvtN  ih.ii  the  I'll  M  hav  adequate  reclamation  rotes  in  pUcc  GarfWkl 
County  n  sensitive  to  the  reclamation  requirements  that  would  he  inrij>*scd  c*n  any 
development  based  on  elevation  and  rainfall  Garfield  CnuMy  k  also  sensitive  to  the 
phasing  of  rccbnuticNB  after  initial  development  ansi  eventual  field  redimilinn. 
Expectations  should  he  varied  hated  on  elevation  and  rainfall,  and  terrain.  Stipulations, 
howvvei  should  he  spelled  out  ami  adequate  nvmHmmj;  and  tracking  provided  lor  in 
BLM  staffing  requirement* 

Ihdil6  BIJM  needs  "Hubbard  Mesa  -  what  should  the  surface  stipulations  he"  What 
activities.  \rttin%,  «»r*  should  this  area  hr  designated  SRJMAf  /<  thr  area  i  om»  thing 
nr  ran  moke  work  a*  a  "spec  tat"  rrc  arra?  (why,  why  mot? I 

We  would  Ilk*  to  suggest  that  whalrver  happens  on  Hubburd  Mesa,  that  private  land 
owners  there  deserve  special  sonskkralion  fur  their  concern*  ahoul  intrusion  ami 
ini  erf*  rente  with  then  enjoyment  and  utilisation  id  thetr  land,  That  would  imply  at  least 
signage  ami  clear  boundary  deltneattnn  in  the  interim,  no  matter  what  solution  is 
developed  SRMA  designation.  Ift  this  case,  Is  probably  only  w ananlcd  due  to 
icuiflkting  use  and  not  any  special  qualities  of  the  place  itself 

'fhe  current  activities  should  be  .dlowcd  In  continue  with  rcslnctioa*  and  enforcement  fa* 
trespassing  and  damaging  priv  ate  property  Wumired.  OHV  uve  should  he  continued 
with  btcy cling  allowed  a*  well.  If  the  area  !»  leased  for  mineral  extraction  the  location  o 4 
the  well  site*  should  tie  as  close  lu  cuneirt  access  roods  as  possible  to  elimmate  js  much 
cixiflui  as  possible  between  the  activities 

In  no  wu.se  should  BI.M  pursue  a  policy  that  ought  represent  excluding  uses  currently 
underway  that  results  in  spreading  out  c  asual  and  informal  recreational  uses  to  other 
areas. 


I7-#H  IRA  VEUACCESS  What  level  of  detail  would  ll tc  cooprm/inK  *****  Mr  to 

tt*  for  thr  rrsufes/rvods  oU  map 7  Petal!  lev el  -  "routes  "  or  pofygotit? 

Clarfield  (  minty  has  >ucfesU-d  above  that  road  access  issues,  and  any  mapping,  he 
devekped  with  stakeholder*  in  stupes  ami  in  toponse  to  lugkal  development  wcnciio* 

iHdilft  HI  At  meeds:  Would  nr  add  thr  public  mads  from  Riw  Blanco  and  (Airfield 
counties  to  the  map? 


9 


The  Statu*  for  roads,  whether  they  are  pubb*  or  private,  and  how  lhal  may  he  sk- lined  is  a 
key  and  lingering  Issue  in  <*ur  cooperative  efforts,  tht  dh*sir*sio«s  will  need  to  he  crafted 
with  caution,  and  on  a  case  hy  case  basis 

1 9 - til  6  Should  any ’‘all  newly  iwufrirrin/  mads  he  open  to  the  public  for  access  ? 

Garik  Id  County  will  defer  to  logical  and  phased  development  plan*  for  access,  with  the 
assumption  that  any  new  muck  will  he  minimal,  for  later  logicsil  and  phasing  pmpoots 
As  a  general  rule.  mad*  constructed  on  public  land  should  hr  open  to  the  general  public . 
although  perhaps  subject  to  seaum.il  closure  for  wildlife  prat  eel  ion.  mulnlctiaiKe  and 
other  reasons  New  loads  may  have  a  defined  life,  and  he  abandoned  and  res  tanned  .it 
some  paint  in  the  future 

20- Xjb  Would  tike  input  ton  object!  vev  m  totem  ml)  for  transpotianon  system. . . 
guidance  upon  which  road  management  decisions  w**utd  be  made... 

A  determination  of  major  haul  reside  need*  to  be  developed,  with  those  route*  Improved 
to  a  width  and  template  that  would  meet  heavy  haul  toad  standards  If  Cow  Creek  Kuad 
ts  to  become  a  major  haul  mule.  a  bit  unit  nous  surface  should  be  applied  to  the  toad  I  nun 
the  mleiscclion  with  Rio  Blanco  County  Road  5  to  the  lip  of  the  plateau  Thai  laud 
quality  should  continue  to  the  fii  si  intersecting  ridge  top  where  development  will  ocoh 
All  roads  on  the  ridge  tops  should  he  givivekd  and  dust  suppressant  applied  Stub  roads 
lo  w  ell  pad*  should  be  sufficiently  graveled  to  a*  not  to  alhm  the  tracking  of  mud  onto 
the  collector  and  aiterial  mads 

Garfield  County  fully  rxpesls  the  Itl.M  to  provide  in  the  final  RMI*  a  lull  traffic  analystv 
broken  down  hy  vehicle  type,  peak  houc  traffic,  and  access  points  into  the  NONK  for  any 
range  of  alternatives  further,  that  traffic  analysis  will  analyse  key  boterweetion  points 
whetv  stale  highways  uix*  accessed  arul  whether  o»  not  current  wan  ants  for  access  are 
exceeded,  and  likely  costs  f« i  those  intersection  improvements,  and  some  analysis  of 
available  payment  structures  for  those  improvements  I  valence  of  consultation  with 
CDOT  ami  KHWA  should  be  pros  Hied.  Consequent  iiufivl'  on  highw  ays  w  ithin 
municipal  furivdlcttons  shoukf  also  be  modeled,  and  any  upgrading  defined  with 
consequent  cost  analy  sis. 

GaifWd  County  rrftcr-ato.  il>  strong  objection  to  the  >QS  Trail  being  utilised  few  .my 
industrial  traffic  from  the  BI.M  boundary  line  lu  Us  intersection  with  the  Run  Road. 


2I-HI6  Amy  specific  language  recommended  lo  narrate  ihr  status  of  nil  shale  In  the 

plan? 

Garfield  County  will  rely  on  the  111  M  and  consultant  staff  to  col  lest  the  latest  available 
data  on  use  of  public  lands  by  oil  shale  Interests  and  Incorporate  the  language  from  the 
recent  b.netgy  Bill  passed  by  Congress  Specifically,  the  KMP should  arklrcvs  whether  «e 
rust  gas  development  will  srxrrhow  prc'cmpt  future  oil  shale  development  and 


mitigations  that  might  he  Implied  In  any  caec,  nil  shale  deveUiprnent  should  he  reviewed 
wtlh  the  same  st.md.ovfs  and  oitero  for  all  internal  and  external  impact*  that  would  be 
implied  in  any  major  uve  proposed  on  public  lands  w  ithin  the  N'OSR 
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Rio  Blanco  County  Final  Letter  (Page  1-4  of  4) 


September  1*5.  2003 


Mr.  (ireg  (  KMik'nrm 

Planning  anti  Environmental  Coordinator 

Bureau  of  I  and  Management 

(llcnwissi  Springs  Field  Office 

P.O  Root  IOO> 

(ilcnwnnd  Springe.  ('OR  1602 
RK:  Roan  Plateau  Draft  HIS  and  RMP 

IX:.u  dreg: 

Kio  Blanco  County  appreciate*  the  opportunity  lo  have  bed)  pari  of  the  intensive 
Participating  Agency  collaboration  process  over  the  last  couple  months  We  believe  the 
process  generated  many  good  ideas  and  possible  elutions  »o  the  many  complex  issues 
concerning  possible  ga*  devc  lopment  on  the  Koan  Plateau.  CJhttl  dial  acoe**  U>  large 
portions  of  the  Koan  Plateau  under  any  development  scenario  would  likely  be  through 
Kio  Blanco  County  ansi  that  the  County  would  experience  significant  vM.euni.mii 
impacts  as  a  result  of  gas  development  on  the  Plateau,  we  do  have  some  concerns  In 
general,  we  do  not  ohjod  In  luniicti  highly  vtructurvd.  performance  basest  leaving  and 
development  in  suitable  areas  on  the  Plateau  along  the  lines  of  the  unitized  approach 
suggested  by  the  Color  -ado  iXfioilment  of  Natural  Resources  (CDNR).  subject  to  the 
specific  concerns  discussed  below, 

Access  Isvsicv 

We  understand  that  at  least  three  of  the  major  gas  companies  active  in  the  Koan  Plateau 
Piceatwe  Bavin  area  already  have  or  are  considering  developing  acce-w  mads  tiom  the 
smith  on  private  lands.  Recognizing  that  BLM  has  no  direct  jurisdiction  over  private 
roads  and  lands,  we  helieve  BLM  could  still  encourage  Industry  to  consolidate  facilities, 
especially  roods  and  pipelines,  to  minimise  en\ nonrnental  impacts  and  avoid  duplication 
uf  infrastructure  Certainly  wherever  such  facilities  would  enter  or  exit  Bl.M  lands,  the 
agency  could  exercise  considerable  control  and  require  cooperation  among  permtUvs  It 
makes  Kins  fur  pi  unary  access  to  mine  from  (he  southland  west!  it  initial  ck-sekipment 
woe  to  occur  from  south  lo  north  as  appears  likely  given  (he  private  land  holdings  and 
ajipajvrtt  intentions  of  tiuc  gas  companies.  As  development  moved  northward,  access  burn 
the  Pkeancc  Basin  would  become  more  practical  and  inexact  RBC  roads  mure.  Wc 


1 


.\fonnunm 

In  additkvn  to  all  Uie  inonituring  iec|uUemenls  suggested  in  DLIS  and  the  alto  natives 
summarized  in  Table  2-1.  RBC  raqmb  that  BLM  require  on- gome  wx  locsorfewmc 
monitoring  at  a  condition  of  leave  issuance  At  a  minimum,  all  lease  holders  should 
provide  BLM  with  quarterly  or  semi-annual  repents  that  provide  the  following: 

1.  Number  of  wells  drilled  during  report  [eiiud; 

2  N  umber  of  workers  including  all  contractors  working,  with  the  lease  block; 

3.  Where  employees  arc  residing. 

1  Whether  or  not  the  company  is  providing  transportation  services  for 

employees  Ic.g.  von  pools,  busing,  etc.)  and  estimated  nurid'cts  uf  s-ehielcs 
betng  used  fur  daily  cunniuUn; . 

5  Leri  moled  ilollar  value  of  all  property  improvement  c  completed  during  the 
report  period; 

6.  A  digital  map  showing  all  such  improvements,  any  new  roads  constructed 
during  the  report  period  and  their  classification  with  respect  in  public  use' 

7  A  forecast  of  the  number  of  wells  and  improve  menu  (e  g  gathering  lines, 
tank  batteries  pipelines,  compressor  slain tnv.  etc  I  planned  for  the  next  quarter 
or  6  months. 

IU  .M  should  disseminate  the  re  ports  immediately  upon  receipt  to  local  governments  at 
this  information  could  he  extremely  useful  for  planning  and  budgeting  purposes  On  the 
subject  of  socioeconomic  impacts,  we  also  request  that  BLM  expand  the  existing  analysis 
to  include  Kio  Blanco  County  and  ensure  that  all  revenue  estimate*  he  as  accurate  as 
practical  and  fully  transparent  (l.e.  ail  accounting  mechanisms  and  procedures  fully 
explained!.  W«  understand  that  industry  can  only  provide  estimates  and  projecltom 
using  assumptions  about  production  cods  and  sales  poets  but  believe  that  different  cases 
can  he  used  to  provide  a  range  of  plausible  scenario*. 

We  also  recommend  tlul  BLM  either  conduct  or  require  lessees  to  perform  on  going  ah 
quality  monitoring  lo  facilitate  detection  of  possible  regional  an  quality  deterioration 
from  tte  cumulative  effects  of  fugitive  duel  «*  other  pollutant  emissions  We  understand 
that  the  modeling  pcrfornicxl  to  dale  incite  ales  that  there  would  rut  be  adverse  air  quality 
impacu  under  any  of  the  potential  development  scenarios  considered,  in  terms  of 
sonipftarKc  with  NAAQS  for  siilcna  pollutants.  However  we  believe  BLM  should 
establish  a  “no  significant  deterioration'*  goal  for  the  Koan  i'lalcau  In  help  protect  scenic 
vistas  and  visibility.  Monitoring  would  he  necessary  to  determine  if  this  goal  was  heing 
achieved.  Additionally,  localized  sources  of  fugitive  dust  emissions  such  as  muds  or 
construction  sites  can  be  quite  significant  and  potentially  even  hazard <us  if  they  are  not 
properly  mitigated  We  urge  Bl.M  lo  require  the  n*e  of  BMPs  for  all  construction  or 
traffic  related  activities  capable  of  causing  fugitive  dust  emissions. 

ftifrhdfid  Ana> 

Rio  Blarxo  County  agrees  that  some  areas  of  the  I’IjIcju  should  he  closed  lo  mineral 
resource  development  and  otlicis  should  he  subject  lo  management  pic scilptWis  due  to 


support  improvements  u>  Che  Cow  Creek  Road,  paid  for  by  industry,  lo  make  this  a 
suitable  all  weather,  year  round  primary  access  route  with  all  maintenance  costs  home  by 
industry. 

With  regard  to  public  access  and  use  of  mads,  we  would  support  unre  united  public  use 
of  the  Cow  Creek  rood  and  all  existing  roods  in  the  Hanning  Area  except  those  proposed 
for  closure  for  resource  protection  purposes.  The  County  believes  that  all  new  roads 
created  specifically  for  ihc  purpose  of  gas  development  should  he  limited  lo  industry  and 
administrative  use  only  and  that  such  roads  should  be  reclaimed  and  abandoned  as  soon 
as  pwvuhk  unless  they  would  foster  significantly  heller  management  of  other  resources 
such  as  water  developments.  big  earns-  basis,  or  grazing  allotment*.  R»o  Blanco  County 
disetrurages  any  additional  private  roads  or  significant  upgi  ode «  such  as  that  being  dune 
in  Sprague  ( iuk  h  to  connect  with  other  private  mads  to  the  vnulh. 

Ax  development  naive*  more  tow  an!  the  northern  Plateau  and  Piceanee  Basin.  RBC 
roods  particularly'  CR  5,  CR  6*5  and  CR  26A,  will  incur  increasingly  heavy  use  In  the 
last  couple  years  as  gas  development  in  our  County  has  rapidly  expanded,  our  ability  In 
■ulcquoiely  maintain  heavily  Impacted  roads  while  meeting  residenl's  needs  hasheen 
severely  strained.  W*  do  nut  believe  that  our  taxpayers  should  be  saddled  with  increased 
rood  maintenance  ants  directly  airnhutahle  lo  induury  activity  or  experience  poorer 
service  because  the  t  Vaunty  ‘s  limited  m.inpnwer  anil  budget  arc  heing  Used  to  .iddrcv* 
problems  created  by  industry  We  suggest  that  Bt  VI  consider  imposing  a  rood  usage  fee 
as  part  of  any  mineral  leases,  that  would  direct  road  maintenance  money  hack  lo  affected 
counties  hosed  on  a  vehicle  miles  traveled  fVMT)  formula  and  length  of  county  roods 
used  per  well,  pipeline  or  other  facility.  W'e  are  prepared  to  work  with  Bl.M  and  industry 
representatives  to  develop  a  mutually  acceptable  method  for  determining  an  appropriate 
fee 

I  ntii/almn  Approach 

We  supfxwl  tlic  concept  of  forced  ciniliratkvn  with  staged  or  cluslciwl  dcscfc'pmcnl  and 
limited  lease  acreages  on  kifiof  the  Plateau  as  proposed  by  the  CDNR  and  recommend 
dial  BLM  develop  a  new  alternative  based  un  this  ajvptusKh.  We  agiev  with  Hue 
suggestion  o#  simultaneously  leasing  thit  portion  of  the  plateau  not  restricted  by  ACHCt 
or  other  NSO  riipu lotions  in  2.56U  acre  Musks  and  lequumw  all  successful  bidders  to  join 
into  one  undivided  f  ederal  unit  Having  to  deal  with  Only  one  operator  should  great  k 
enhiince  accountability .  clinunate  unnecessary  dupiivaihm  oi  facilities,  and  enable  111  M 
staff  to  conduct  more  efficient  field  wanlkstag.  Wc  also  supfxwt  a  maximum  surface 
dbvtuibaivc  limit  within  a  lease  block,  such  as  200  acres  cm  some  appropriate  percentage, 
and  performance  incentives  such  as  ndling  or  phased  bond  release  to  encourage  timely, 
effective  reclamation  "  e  strongly  support  the  concept  uf  performance  bused 
management  thait  puts  the  burden  on  industry  lo  perform  well  or  be  dented  the  ability  to 
expand  into  new  areas.  Res lamalion  plans  should  be  site-spcslfis  and  performance  based 
rather  than  prescriptive. 


the  presence  of  other  particularly  valuable  or  vulnerable  resources.  We  support  the 
designation  of  the  Last  Kick  Baruchute  Creek  and  the  Trapper  Creek/Northwater  Creek 
ACLCs  thus  idosing  nearly  12.000  acres  of  sensitive  slreain  and  riparian  area*  under 
irslrtctivc  use.  Wc  also  tuppurl  protection  for  the  entire  Parachute  Creek  drainage 
rhtoogh  management  of  2V.077  acres  as  a  Watershed  Managemeni  Area  (WMAk  and 
managing  eligible  area*  for  Wiki  and  Scenic  River  designation  as  outlined  In  Alternative 
111  uf  the  l THIS.  In  addition  to  these  designations.  BLM  duniM  apply  NSO.  NOD  and  71. 
stipulations  as  appropriate  :irut  neested  for  all  leases,  whether  on  top  of  or  hekvu  the 
Plateau. 

Oil  Shitk 

Rccogni/tng  the  difticuity  in  atlcmpiing  to  project  what  tjfe  and  level  of  oil  shale 
development  might  occur  within  the  Hanning  Area  over  the  20  year  planning  penod.  it 
wiMild  seem  derelict  to  not  orklress  the  possibility  of  significant  soil  shak  rkvekipment  in 
the  current  analysis  Aliluviigh  ihe  County’s  crystal  ball  is  probably  as  <tpat|ue  as  anyone 
che's.  we  believe  it  very  likely  that  commercial  scale  oil  shale  development  could  he 
occurring  within  the  planning  horiAon  and  could  have  considerable  Impact  on  Bt  M  s 
manageinent  strategy  for  diis  planning  area,  an  wel  as  local  gosvmmciils  planning  needs. 
We  would  accordingly  suggest  that  111  .M  incorporate  a  review  and  teviskm  provishin  in 
the  RMP  that  would  he  triggered  if  in  fact  ciwntnerv  kai  oil  shale  teasing  begins  lo  occur 
within  the  planning  area  We  also  suggest  that  the  hK/RMJ*  should  at  least  summarize 
the  known  ‘state  of  the  art"  with  regard  In  oil  shak  mining  technologic,  and  aiklress 
prohahk  sosiocsonomic  and  environmental  impacts  associated  with  each  lechnivkigy 

in  during,  w«  believe  that  a  unitization  approach  to  gas  dc'etepmcnt  on  top  of  the  Resin 
I’lalcau  strikes  a  good  balance  between  allowing  responsible  mineral  devclopmcnl  while 
protecting  ihc  environmental  re-awwves  that  make  it  a  very  special  place  We  hope  that 
additional  language  can  he  arkksl  to  this  plan  in  odeqtuiely  address  Kio  Blanco  County  \ 
concerns  with  respect  to  transpcMtalion  planning  and  irunagcincnl.  Again,  we  appreciate 
the  opportunity  U»  have  paitic  if  Kited  in  thiv  process. 

Sincerely, 


I  sirreri  l-  Nelson, 

Oi  airman 

Rio  Blanco  County 

Board  of  Conunissioners 

c<:  Mike  Neumann 
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